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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY e

40 CFR Parts 260, 261, 264,‘ 265, 270
and 302 . o

[FRL-4596-6]
RIN 2050-AD60

Wood Surface Protaction;
Identification and Listing of Hazardous
Waste; Testing and Monitoring
Activities; Standarcs for Owners and
Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
Facllities

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency. .
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing to
amend the regulations for hazardous
waste management under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
by proposing to list as hazardous certain_
wastes from the use of chlorophenolic
formulations in the wood surface
protection industry. The Agency is’
proposing to list these wastes if the
user's in-process formulation contains a
concentration greater than 160 ppb
pentachlorophenate. This action
proposes various testing, analysis,
recordkeeping requirements and
management standards for wood surface
profection plants. Related torthie testing
requirement, the Agency proposes to
amend SW-846 (“Test Methods for
Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/ -
Chemical Methods") to include Method
4010 (Immunoassay Test for the
Presence of Pentachlorophenate). This
action also proposes to modify the.
Comprehensive Environmental. .
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) list of hazardous '

.substances to reflect the newly proposed
listing. This action proposes to add six
hazardous constituents to appendix VII
of 40 CFR part 261 and to amend )
ag endix VII of 40 CFR part 261 by
adding F033 and the hazardous

constituents found in the wastes on -

- which the listing determination is
based. Finally, this action also requests
comment on-the option not to list as
hazardous wastes from the surface
protection processes which would fall
within the scope of this proposed

-listing. The *'no-list"’ option is being
considered by the Agency because
future generation of these wastes is
expected to rapidly diminish and
because the results from risk analysis
show that risk from the dominant
sxposure pathways is relatively modest
assuming the widespread use of

chlbmpileno]ics does not resume. The

* . intended effect of this proposed listing -

will be to insure that wastes generated.
from surface protection processes
covered under this listing will be
properly ' managed. - -
DATES: EPA will accept public

. comments on this proposed rule until -

June 28, 1993. Comments postmarked .

after this date will be marked “late” and

may not be considered. Requests for
extensions will not be granted due to :
judicial deadlines for the promulgation
of a final rule. Any person may request -
& public hearing on this propesalby -
filing a request with Mr. David Bussard,
whose address appears below, by May
11,1993, R
ADDRESSES: The official record of this
rule-making is identified by Docket
Number F-93-F33P-FFFFF and is
lacated at the following address: EPA
RCRA Docket Clerk, room 2427 {OS—
332), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington,
DC 20460. - ‘

The docket is open from 9a.m.to 4 .
p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding
Federal holidays. The public must make
an appointment to review docket :

materials by calling (202) 260-9327. The

‘public may copy 100 pages from the
docket at no charge; additional copies
are $0.15 per page. Copies of materials
relevant to'the CERCLA portions of this
rulemaking also are located in room
2427 at the above address.

- To request a public hearing on this
proposal file a request with Mr. David
Bussard (OW-330), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20460,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
RCRA/Superfund Hotline, at (800) 424~
9348 (toll-free) or (703) 920-9810, in the
Washington, DC metropolitan area. The
TDD Hotline number is (800) 553-7672.

(toll-free) or (703) 486~3323, lacally. For
technical information on the proposed
listing, contact Mr. David J. Carver at

{202) 260-6775, Office of Solid Waste
' (0S-333), U.S. Environmental :

Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. . T
For technical information on the -
CERCLA aspects of this riile, contact:
Ms. Gerain H. Perry, Response
Standards and Criteria Branch,

'Emergency Response Division (5202—C).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street SW., Washington, DC ‘
20460, (703) 6038732, : o
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: To assist
the public in its review of critical .

‘documents, the Agency has provided

copies of all relevant background ..
documents to the following affected
National trade groups: American Forest

& Paper Association, and the National
Furniture Manufacturers Association.
These documents are also available for

- public review in the docket for this

rulemaking. The contents of this
preambls are listad in the following
outline: ;

1. Legal Authority
1. Background . )
A. History of the Regulation
B. Summary of Additional Information
" Collection - ' :
IIL. Description of the Industry and Surfac
Protection Processes
A. Defining Surfédce Protection
B. Process Description-
IV. Summary of the Proposed Regulation
A. Overview of Proposed Hazardous Waste
Listing . - ' ’
B, Proposed Hazardous Waste Managemen
Standards . .
C. Historical Soil Contamination
V. Options Considered by the Agency
A. Not Listing Wood Surface Protection
Wastes as Hazardous
B. Ratidnale for Proposing to List Wood
Surface Protection Wastes as Hazardous
VI. Description of Wastes Generated
A. Types of Wastes Included in this
Proposal L
‘B. Quantities of Waste Generated
C. Waste Management Practices
D. Pollution Prevention and Recycling
Practicos . .
VIL Analysis Supporting this Proposal
A. Recorded Incidents of Environmental
Contamination : .
B. Waste Characterization and Constituents
of Concern |
C. Health and Ecological Effects’
1. Toxicity of Constituents
“a. Human HealthiCriteria and Effects
- b. Constituents Proposed far Addition to
* Appendix VIl
" c. Potential Human-Exposure Pathways
d. Ecological Effects .
2. Resource Damage Incidents
a. Contaminated Media
b. Discussion . ’
3. Assessment of Risk from Usage of
Chlorophenolic Formulations
a. Source Characterization
1. Process drippage ~
2. Storage yard wash-off
3. Process area and storage yard soils
b. Exposure Pathway Analysis
1. Ground water ingestion
2. Direct soil ingestion
3. Fish and shelifish ingestion oo
¢. Characterizatian of Risk from Usage of
" Chlorophenolic Formulations
1. Individual Risk from usage of
chlorophenolic formulations
2. Population risk from usage of -
chloroplienolic formulations -

: VAL Applicability of the Land Disposal

Restrictions
IX. State Authority, .
" A. Applicability of Final Rule in
Authorized States '
B. Effect on State Authorization:
1. HSWA Provisions e
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2. Modmcation Doadlines . ... . protectmn indus&rg by t.heead of - R expmsaed’bya dmshemmanxlysig,
X Pl‘&POSGd lg,x;endment 05383;:% ('sfest =+, December, 1993, = - - and {5} whether er not.a plantcleened: . -
© Methods for Bvaliating s, - .
Physical/Chomicol/ Methodst ~~~ - B. Summiary ofAdH“ztrbnui Hzﬁmmrtmn g‘;flg‘sit‘:;g:;“"‘ priof tx switahin g&"”w
XI. CERCLA Desigration. m&ﬂepmhﬁfe— . Collection-  photography captured: mch. of the o K
m%&mmwmm\umm ' Sinca 1980; the Agency mmﬂm‘ﬂ Sito work: [ntomuation was alse:
: Rule: . asubstantial ameunt of new information: collected. front plant personmel:. Thg .
' A.Exacative.Ordes 12991 ‘ - on the surfdce protection industry and Agency:also collectod: inﬁm’naﬁomﬁrnm
- B, €ost of Proposed F033.No-List thmn . its westeganeration. Thisnew ' . . . EPA Regional Qffices; Staterand local .
C. Cost of Proposad F033 List Option. - infoymation wnﬁt&md, t. from ‘agencies, myd ather foderal agencies: -
.- D. Bonefits. °fpf°P°'éd FU33 Li-“ﬁn&  including, the:L1.S: Forest: Service;, the'

x{gﬂost%eﬁvemwﬂmi&;fs. S

L l’,egal’ Auﬂmrily .
Thmmguh&ms:amﬁamg ‘
promulgated under the sutharity of -
sactions.2062{a); and: 3003(b} and: (e)(1)
of the-Salid: Wasts: Act,as:
. amended, ﬂu&ﬁ; 6612(a), 60210} -
and: fe){1), and: 6922 feommanly reforrod
toas RERA); and section. 102(a): ofthe:
Comprehensive Environmental

Response, Compensation; and: Linbﬂity the.

Actof 198& (EERCLM, GZERS.C.
9602(a]. - .

IL Background JOIRTTEE
A. IﬂstmoftinEgndahon

Sectiofr 3001(e) of KERA as amended R

- by the Hazardaus and‘ Salid Waste . .
Amerdments (HSWA) requires EPAto
determime whetlier to list as hazardous
wastes containirig clilorinated dioxins
and chidrinated dibenzofurans. As part -
of this mandata,, the Agency in. 1988 -
initiated an invesﬁg;men ofdioxin-
- containing wastes from wood surface.

. protection and waod p:esewing

© . PrOCesses.. .
" On Decenther 30, 1988, EPA progosedl

four Kazardous wastd listings mmmg

to wastes from wood" preserving and

surface rotectxon, as well as-a set of

standards for thie management of tliese

wastes (53 FR 53282) TheAgency.

- finalized three.generic hazardous waste:
- . listings for wastes froam wood. . PEBBEEVing

processes and promulgated. standsrdsin-.

.40.CFR parts 264/265, Subpart W forthe
Imanagement. of these-wastes.op dnp
pads.on.Decamber 6;,1990. (55 FR
50450). (The Agency: subsequently .
modified those listings on. December 24,
1992 (57 FR.61492).} In the December 6,
1990 final rule, the. Agency. deferred. .
listing wastes from the mirface’ . -
protection. industry because of & need
- for additional data on; these wastes:to: -

determine whather th;ay:shonld ‘belisted: .

as hazardous-wastes..
In accordance.with a | )
consent decroe signad by th&EPA: and

the Emmxmmensal, Befem mm .

EPA has. promulgatea final -~ .

listing d”etazminaneu ﬁnchlawpkenehe: a
‘ wastes genem:ad by lh&weod sarface- -

. management informatjon:.

‘used to estimnate-
.pnor t&moﬂk

‘selection. FONCY: . -
" conducted en-site-studies.at 19 dlfﬁemnt

- Agency determin
"better, morm realistic information: on tﬂms

‘ 'fglund ;nﬁw

. einking. However; the: Agoncy

'balier::ads that: thﬁﬁllnwing:vaﬁniﬂm

' generation to: thﬁlhmast,r
- degreet: (1} Procuss. typ&.. @ pmdmctmn,

.. questionnaire -
Agancy»mmwm 134»1;13nt&undnr
.. the autherity
*information obtained includasa history -

afRCRA saction. 3007, Thp
of past use of tha.chlorophenalic surface.

o protectants.and information on.the: -
. duration aftheir use,.as. well.as

roduction information, process..
?nﬁarmation. and waste gengration: and

- In addition to the ii
collected through the.q:
‘the Agency visited a

lmames
xnterwewed

- ‘personnel at various. plant sites.

throughout the Nation. The. majpmty G£
seleeted for. an-site inhamews

L useg at the time of the visit, g
“ chlorophendl: fqmulaﬁonxto»pmtec& ‘

- -the surface-éf humber. All process. types.

.. and varying; production:sizes wars. : ..

observad:. Thasevxsxts aseisted the -
Agency in selecting eppro &tai.mﬁal
sampli -as asin.

i)b infarmanmdon abetit process
ayouts, terrain,. proximity tgr |
gxzundumter wells. In adxﬁuoqg, the, =~ ¢
Agency stndied. wastefmanageman&and

_ .pollution prevention practices. -
© Subsequent site visits included

familiarization samplmgwﬁi'elr was'
wasts content |
ywhich followed:
-subsequent: site-visits: The: aita '
selection pmeesamnot mmndnm
A

operating plents; meinﬁn'mnﬁuu s

.’ collected: at these on:site-visits;,”  *
- combined with extensive:-research: arid: -

-assistance; the '

indus .
oy thnt it could ohtain

tradie grot

wastes generitod: by the sawnniil

‘industry if it chese specific sitas;

instead of using.a: randoni. sslactio;
process. The-Ageney'used verfous:
parameters:ta: select the-five: clmsear smas:
for record-analysis; A moere detailed:

‘discussion- ast@suesalawm can b
d: duenmermfor o

the:
affected waste:
quantity; Gﬂ,cnm

' wntmninaeiﬂum

" collected, the Agenicy ¢
- potential human health, palhways.

Department of Commeree; the Internal:

Revenus: Service; and the U8, Customs '

Service. Allzmﬁmnﬂtmm related to this: -
propesal for-whick a Canfidential

- - .. BusinessInformation (€BI} claim has: -
"' . not heen:made is:available for pubhc

reviewe in the docket for this

* rulemaking. For' mom-kﬂbrmamabeut

 bnformation. g&them fmm

mc frae

sawmxll snlessqcms: the couii
‘Based: an: the: addnionalad my’

. ecological gffects; and: performed: new ‘-f‘

- risk medeling to simulatethe-flow of
| waste drippage-te ground water antﬂw

nearby streams, Both waste'and

. environmental media samples wera . ‘
.. taken to obtuin trus-soil:concentrations: . .

for the purpese:of runping therisk , .
modsls. Alse;.additional damage-

-incidents-were identified to provide .

additional date far this. listing:

" determination. The: datails of the

- Agency’s risk assessment and health

effectsanal s&sam«dxsmssedinsecﬁon

VL(C) of. tha preamble.

" ML Deseription ofﬂmlhdumy‘ aml : k
" Surfiee: Pi&)&bcﬁon ‘Processes

A, Defauu.ngL Suzfacertectmn

The weod surfice- -protection industry
' consists primarily of sawmills that'cut

- 'rough lembrer and' timber. United States

. manuféctarers produced a-total 0f 43.13
‘billiorsBoard: foet of Tamber ity 1989, OF

. the total praduetion, the top: 10'Tumber
producers:manufactured 13.71 billion’

board feet; about 2& percent of the total

" » U.8. output. Small' sawmill operations .
account for the:remaining volume (72%)

ofthe,hamhar reduced inthe U.S,
The types of-wood thiat are-cut are .

‘divided infetvro-main classes,

i - softwoods énd hardwoods. S'eﬁwaaés -
- -are those eﬁmmd?ﬁmmsuch enniferousi"
‘trees as pines; sprucds; hemlocks, and

firs; hardwoods. come- ﬁ*amrd%mdheus'
trees; and inclidesuch froes.as oaks;

firoes:.

buxldmg constmsﬁ’on md‘ hnrdwoods

.- the Agency’s-CBI protection; please refer . .
. to 4G:€FR part 2, subpuart B, Tise Agency

~- réquests.comment an;tlwmfm*manon o
- ,gathemé to support this praposal,. -

ashes, maples, basswoed; poplars; gums,-f‘ ‘
~'as welkas miery { s
- Softwoeds! sive: asad mextensively in -

s
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are used for furniture, interior finish,

and for products where special wood

structure is desired. . ‘
The suxface protection industry

- protects wood against sapstaining that -
may occur during temporary lumber
storage. Sapstaining of freshly cut
lumber will ocour in humid conditions,
:gpically when the water content inside

e wood is greater than 19% water.
Sapstain does not attack the structural
components of the wood, however, the
affocted surfece becomes colored with -
dark blue or black stains. This :
discoloration is often objectionable to
the buyer and may decrease the value of .
the wood. Following one-day of storage,
the stain can usually be planed away; .

.howaever, stains that remain on lumber -
for a longer period usually cannot be
*)laned away without excessive wood

oss. Ta avoid staining, many plants
coat lumber with chemicals to prevent
the occurrence of stain, This practice is
accomplished on-site at se-vmills .
throughout the country, during various
periods of the year, depending on.the
regionsl climate. The Agency believes

< that there are approximately 3200 - -
sawmills operating in the U.S. today. -

*Qut of that number, approximately 980
mills perform some surface protection
activities, T T

The Agency believes that other
industries, including furniture’
manufacturing and lumber export, are or
have been engaged in surface protection
operations, The Agency requests X

- information on the extent or absence of

this practice (both past and current)

within these and other industries. Itis . -
important to note that becausse the

Agency is proposing a non-specific

source hazardous waste listing (F waste

code), all industriés performing surface
protection operations are potentially - -
subjact to this proposed regulation, not

just sawmills. Based on any information .

received during the comment period

and from further EPA investigations -
before promulgation of the final rule,

EPA will modify the risk and cost

estimates as appropriate to account for

other potentially affected facilities. .

The surface protection of wood  °
involvias the application of sapstain

control agents by spraying or dipping. *

Hislorica%ly.' chlorc?phgg:)glic pp g

formulations used for anti-stain -

purposes consisted of sodium - .

_ pentachlorophenate, whichisan -

" aqueous solution producedby . .
dissolving pentachlorophenol in sodium
hydroxide (NaeOH). The active ©.~ ~- .

.ingredient in the formulation,” - = .
depending upon the {)H of the system, - " -
may existas peritachlorophenol oras -

* . sodium pentachlorophenate. - .

B

Permatox 101, Permatox 181, and

‘B. Process Description

. all sawmills conduct surface protection

: related to'mill size. The Agency ..

The trade names of the | , Y
chlorophenolic formulations useéd in’
wood surface protection include.

Permatox 108, all of which were made

-by Chapman Chemicals and are no

longer being produced. By the time -
today’s proposal is promulgated asa
final rule, the Agency does not expect

. there will be any users of full-strength’

chlorophenolic formulations within the .
surface protection industry.-(“Full- °
strength’’ formulations are those having
a typically recommiended = .
chiorophenolic contentby the . .
manufacturer of approximately 0.4
percent pentachlorophenate.) Many
plants, howevet, uss, and will continue
to use for somé time, formulations with
Jower concentrations of :
pentachlorophenate. .

As a result of increased -
environmental concerns and more
stringent regulation involving *
pentachlorophenol and related .. =~ . '
chemicals, alternative formulations have

: been developed to replacé sodium. = '

pentachlorophenate. The Agency
requests information on substitute
chemicals sold in the U.S. that can be
used in place of the chlorophenolic
formulations with which this proposed
listing is concerned. Information on .
alternate ise will be incorporated into a -
manual detailing pollution prevention -
methods currently being developed by
the Agency.to benefit the lumber ‘
industry. oo :

Sawmill cutting operations are L
typically the same at all plants, Raw

. logs are-cut into cants that dre trimmed
- into rough lumber. In some cases, cants
_are cut to specific lengths or further .

finished depending on the final . -
destination of the lumber product. Not

operations. Surface protection is: -
typically conducted at mills that process

. hardwoods; however, soft woods cut for -

export may also be surface protected.
estimation of process “cutting”
production rates is important in -
estimating surface protection waste . -
generation rates, For this purpose, the -
Agency grouped mills into three. :

- categories, by production rate: Small

mill production (less than 5 rillion

board feet (mbf) per year), medium mill
production (between 5.and 25 mbf/
year), and large mill production 's;ilb‘r‘é ‘
that 25 mbflyear). The Agency studied.

these graupis to delermine'if papticulsr

managerment standards or practices are .-,

conducted on-site interviews and.

sampling at mills in all three prddii&ioh '
categories. After the wood is cut, itis -

. sawmill, it is typically surface

- processes. The process

" treated loads to.stop'dripping before the
. next load is dipped. Lum|

Federal Register / Vol, 58, No. 70 / Tussday, April 27, 1993 / Proposed Rules : =

stacked and pref;)ared for surface ;
protection. The large mills inthe . -

‘western U.S. export much of their

product and treat their lumber with -

. surface protectants all year, while

smaller plants or large plants that do not
typically export, only treat their lumber
with surface protectants during humid
months depending on the region of the
country in which they operate. Often, .
wood that is prepared for export is-
treated with surface protectants because
ship transit often subjects the wood to
high humidity. Usually, only high grade
wood is treated with surface protectants.
" Once the wood hasbeencutata -~
‘ %rotebted .
unless it is low quality, or willbe
preserved later at a different facility -

.(i.e., by the customer). Although surface

protection is usually accomplished at
the sawmill, the Agency recognizes, as
noted above, that other types of facilities
(particularly furniture manufacturers)
may perform this process: The Agency
assumes that the types of processes tised
at sawmills {described below) are the ' * -

" same as those used by furniture "

manufacturers or other types and that _

~ the quantities of waste generated aré ~

also similar. This assumption is based
on the Agency’s in-depth knowledge of
wood surface protection: The processes
described in this section are, to the "
Agency’s knowledge, the only types of -
processes available for wood sturface
protection, and, therefore, are the only
processes likely to be used by any

_ industry which surface protects wood. .

There are three major processes used

K by sawmills for applying anti-stain_

formulation to wood: the dip process, .
the spray process, and the green'chain
process, The Agency was unable to

‘obtain information on the treatment of

wood by furniture manufacturers or

" exporting firms and requests -
© information on this. .

 Typically, a sawmill will use only one
process to surface protect; however, the '
Agency realizes that some plants usea '
combination of processes to treat lumber
at different locations throughout a mill,
Dipping is a batch process; green chain
and spray operations are continuous.
einflilences -
the amount of control a planthason .
waste which it génerates, e

Dip operations offer the best '

- opportunity to control drippage since an -
. owner or opeérator has the capability of > -
* keeping the wood over the tankuntil it . -

stops dripping. In actuality, hawever, .. .~
dipping operations ﬁﬂn._.lﬁ‘égg;f :
drippage whien mills do not allo

ris dipped.

in horizontal bundles, as afesult, =~
surface protectant is often trapped © -
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nsk level:; for any constxtuents. A
detailed cliscussion of the Agency's -
modeling assumptions and actual -

—parameters used to generate risk' ..
approximations can be found in the
docket for this proposed ruls. . ‘

This calculated level of 0.1 ppm for -
- the pentan,hlorophenate formulation: = -
content is also consistent with levels
_used in the Agency’s RCRA hazardous

‘ have sthched toan altemate, npon- °
chlorophenolic formulation (so-called

- “transitional users’) and who did not

_clean out their 'equipment prior to
switch-over. The Agency considers the
wastes generated by such transitional -

- users to be mcluded within the scope of
this proposed listin if their.

within the bundles (referred to as: . .
“entrained” liquid). When forklifts-

" remove the lumber, large quantities of
protectant can dnp from the wood 1f the
lumber is tipped.

Unlike the dxppmg operation, the
. spray operation is a continuous -
_operation. Individual pieces of lumber
are fed: endl-to—end by chain, roller, or formulations exc the proposed
* conveyor belt system through a spray ~  concentration, It is possible, however,

" box, which is often: eqmpped with - _that wastes generated by-a transxtional " waste délisting program (see.40 CFR
flexible brushes or curtains at both ends. . user may not meet the listing . : 260.22). In making. delisting
to isolate the formulatiofi spray and description if product smtch-over either determinations, the Agency compares
minimize drippage. . - occurred long enough ago so that all the - leachable levels of the constituents of .

" Green-chain systems rgpresant chlorophenolics have been consumed i in concern associated with a particular
another typs of continuous operation. "the process or if the tank was cleaned. waste with health-based levels for those
The green-chain is.so-named because _ out thoroughly pri gl ior to switch-over.” - constitueiits. The model used (the -
chains drag fresh cut (or “green”) . To minimize future risks to human - Composite Model for Landfills, or CML)
lumber throtigh a tank of protectant - health and the environment from the ' in making delisting determinations
formulation and back ouit again for - release of wastes, EPA has seta . generates Dilution Attenuation Factors
sorting ‘and grading, After the wood is - maximum level of pentachloroplhenate (DAFs).in a range from 10 to 100. Where
cut, it is transferred, to the green chain. = ina formulation of 0.1 ppm (100 ppb} a particular waste’s volume isnot = - -
A dip vat contaitiing ‘anti-stain . . - as the level above which the proposed . "known, a conservative DAF of 10 is -
formulation is typically located at the > listing applies. An owner/qperator using used. The CMI.-generated DAF is then :
head of the green chain and the wood - formulations containing - used to-determine constituent levels for
falls into this vat from the'Gutting .~ - pentachlorophenate at.or below 0.1 ppni . delistirig. A typical level for which *

operations Mmyﬂems utilize, wheels does not generate wastes that meetthe ,  wastes may be delisted for leachable -
or rollers just above, the formnulation. - proposed F033 listing. As described .. pentachlorophenol constituentsis =
surface to force the WOOd ‘pieces. ~ later, tha:Agency’s risk assessment . between 1x10~2to 0.1 ppm. A typxcal

, completely into the solution. As. the . suggests that the use of surface ' . j level for pentachlorophenate

' wood is drawn from the.vat and 810“8 . protection formulations contalmng ‘constituents would be the saine, because
the green chain, excess formulation is chlorophenolics at concentrations _ the leachable pentechlorophenate S
released from tl'le wood pieces: Green- . greater than 0.1 pj)m may posg risks to ~ * would be‘expressed in ana lists a.
chain operations are typically the, least human health-and the envtronment . pentachlorophenol. Thus, o
controllablé operation with respect to Formulations with penta-chloro- - - * pentachlorophenate concentration level )
drippage. phenate concéntrations at or below the .. of0.1 for i in-process formulations in the

: _ 0.1 ppm threshold established in the proposed listing is consxstent ‘with the

_ IV. Summary of the Proposed . proposed listing description would.’ dehstmg level..
Regulation . tr}e;sult in lllevels ocfl pentac:lhlorophz:?te . v The .Aigency 1nmes th};at mdustlry has
at reach ground water that are below - een voluntarily switching to alternate
a’aot:’:g I‘t’:‘: of P '91’ osed Hazardozw health-based levels of concern. The 0.1  non-chlorophenolic substitutes. By.
ste Listing - level was calculated using a Maximum listing wastes generated from .
. The Agency is proposmg to add one Contaminant Level (MCL) of 0.00% ppm .~ formulations whose pentachlorophenate o
group of wastes from the wood surface  and a risk analysis using the Agency’s . concentration is above 0.1 ppm, the
rotection industry to the'list of -
azardous wastes from non-specific .

.

impetus for switching away from- the

. Multi-med model, Multi-med smmlates - Ageinicy. hopes to contribute to these

" therisk to groundwater from' specxﬁc voluntary measures and to create an-
sources (40 CFR 261.31). This listing, if
made final, would carry the F033 waste

code and includes:the followmg specxﬁc

wastestreams:

sources, and for this proposal, it .

-incorporated variables which are - |
‘specific to sawmill conditiens, The - . -
. Agency’s analysis approximated the -.

- use of chlorophenolic.compounds. In -

order to achieve a pentachlorophenate
- level at or beneath 0.1 ppm, a plant that

at one point used a chlorophenolic

. formulation must typically cleanits

-~ equipment. The Agency has determined

that sandblasting the formulation tank is

- one effective method for cleaning

" equipment to reduce penta-chloro- -

- phenate levels. The Agency has also

found that formulation tank |

sandblasting followed by coatmg the

tank with epoxy coating will rediice

both penta chlorophenate levels and -

dioxin levals. This is because dioxin

* tends to bind to the walls of equipment

. and the coating provides a' physxcaI

* barrier to cross-contamination. Because

. of the added environmental-benefits of _

reducmg levels of dibxin in the "

" formulation (and this reducmg possxble

dioxm comtaminatxon in process area .

- dilution of pentachlorophenate from the ‘
- time the waste contacts the ground to -

" when it reaches a ground water well. -
The Agency's'selection of the 0.1 ppm.-

. formulation concentration-level -
generates risk levels to human health S
from groundwater contamination -

" ranging from a high end individual risk
range of 51077 to 7x10 % to & central
tendency individual risk of 2x10~8, The .
Agency considers these risks to lie ‘
within the acceptable risk range. The
Agency did not arrive at the 0.1 ppm

wood surface protection’processes using. - level by applying a dilution attenuation '

protectant formulations that havea . - factor (DAF) of 100 (as the Agency has .

pentachlorophenate concentration RN :,done in other circuimstances) to the - -

greatef than 0. 1 ppin, Under this - MCL Indeed, the Agency is not taking .

a position, in this.proposal, sbout the .

concentration trigger, the F033 listing :
may cover owners or eperetors who Lot use of DAFs i xn mltmlehng acceptable ’

F033; Process residuals, wasteweters thet :

' come in contact with protectant, '
dlscardecl spent formulation, and -
protectant drippage from wood surface
protection processes. at plants that use,
surface protection chemicals having an -
in-process formulation concentration of '
pentachlorophenate [expressed as .
pentachlorophenol during analysts]
exceedmg 0.1 ppm. T -

As noted in the lenguege of the listing
description, the Agency’ proposes to list
as hazardous only. those wastes from"

~.4

e
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soils ductadnpzpsge}.. ther Agency-
recommends, but’ fsnotuquﬁmg,tﬁa&
Sancblasting follewed by epeeco
sandblasting followed by epomycoating:
Furtherinformation on the Agency’s
Fndings. including & discussion ’
apmenl ci’eaning- fiold testing
condueted during the: development of
this preposal can be found in- the docket
associated with thisTulenraking.
The Agencyisalso posing ta
require that thoss- protecnan
lants that do-not ganeeste-an FO33F -
azardous waste becouse theirin-
process formulation is equal toor less
than. 0.2 ppu pentachlorophenate to test
their formulations.using & method found’
in SW-846. (Test Msthods forEvaluating. -
Solid Waste, Physma)lChelmcal
Methods}. Several appropriste methods
can befound in SW-848, inchuding -
methods 80420 and 8276. This notice: -
also proposes toradd Method 4010
(Immunoassay Test for Petermining the-
Presoncs of metachhmophen ate)to SWL—
846, The testing analysis must ba:
perfomad’ by & labomtory quelified to.
parform anaysix, TkaAgan,cyal:sn .,
}J toeguire. that either a: -
icensed professional engineeroxa
responsible cexvpany officialisigne o
contification stating the whng
lIocation;, the'leboatory
-address, the datethe:analysiswas
petfoma!,.ﬁmtypaoi ana%ymsmdmd
the annlyasmsul
The Agewcy notes that the propesed: -
testing requirement doss not affsct the: -
requiramest of 40 CFR 262531 that every
gensratax of » sotidiwaste determine:
‘whether:that wastwis g hazardous -
waste, Maintdilg:s.w e
owever, astakli &pmnnphnn
the planthascamphedwnh 49CFR. -
262.1%.¢
Althoughk EPA has nat, i t‘hsm
imposadan affirmative testing -
" requiressent in connaction with: tlm
listing of ather hamrdmwnstcs;,ths
.Agency faels that the-testing -
mquimmem proposed teday isibothr. -

and joten. Unkike: © -
ommw%m&,w

Fmposed . includes fn itcregulatary.

isting deseriptien & specific numericak:
concentration ent. Without : .. .
testin, g and analysis requiraments n:

- would be-difficult foran Agency:
inspeciorto dalmmmwhethe:t,h& v
surface: protectsnt formulation at & ng
plant is at oz beneath the pnsod:

.~ threshold Jevek Thelmtelai .

' Fentachlommm in fonmﬂktmns “

evehcanubt ba:determined

observatios alone. It imhnpomnu::nala

that concentration testing js nok

10 fwmtes,raiher,

concemtratiox oipentach}umphsnate ini

. the m-procemfarmulaﬁon defines, i -

- wastes §8.F033 hazsrdous wasle; and,

-the plant swner/bperator rrust sanple: - -

‘0

- Amalysic of the: farmulation will
-laboratary. Sempling must be:

-since it is: the formmulation, agitatediby

f treated:
- this amslysis'must be maintained on-site - then the burning of these sTudges would

‘also

proposirzg tor add‘ method 4070 to- SW—
" part, the scope:ofthe proposed listing, *" 846,
thus making testing eppropriate, The -
-Agencyrequests commentonthe = forthe presence of pmmﬂlimophanate.
appropriateness of i rmposang &l’ns :testitig It does not provide an exast

frement, concentratios, but determimnes. vﬁratben a
ﬁa xmpmtance oi the proposed * sample is ahove arbelow & set Hmit:, -

concentratior trigger m-the proposed (like-the 6.3 ppoe level od today).
listing deseription: canmotbe - - .- The detection: lmit for thistes% ts: ¢£$
ave processés: using ppm Mathod 4010 i pmsmﬁky im deafl
formulatiens: withy a concentration of status and this action proposes.its; -
pentachlorophenate exceedingthe” - - incorporation: im SW-846.. -.

standard ins the: d listing would - Other methads far the-detesmination:

- generate FO33 wastes and, thus, be - of pentachlorophenate as ‘

- subiject rthe: ts pro - - pentachlorephenol are SW—846: .. .
today.Itist n‘nportmt tonote-that ath Methods 8270 and 8840. Method: 827’6}
wood surface protection plant owner {entitled Semi-Velatile Organie. )
and/or operators that-have used Compotnds by Gas. Chrom&mgraphyf .‘
chlorephenolics. i the past who wish to -Mass Spectremetry (GC/MS)) uses &

trensition from the use of ‘ .+~ mass spectromater to perferm analytical
. chlnmphanalww non-chlorophenolic ©  measurements. Another SW-846
formulations im erder to avoid handling  methed, EPA Method 8046 (entitled

" Phenols by Ga&(lh‘mmategraphy)ﬁ .
utilizes & flame ionization: technique.or

their wastes as F033 hazardous wastes
will be required’ to-test their in-process -

formulations. Plants whosa formulations an electran: capture procedure to obtain. . L

test at orbelow: 0.1 ppm: . pentachlorcphenate concentiations,

- :pentachlorgphenate v would not genel;ata EPA requesis data on:other test: metheds .

F033 wastes. Under: today’s proposal, . - - 'that: may be equally effoctive’in.. v N
howeves, these mustmaimtsim - - detecting pentachlorophenats., . ..
records of thmanalysis and comply wilb B. Proposed Hazardous. Waste

other one-time: ions of p 4
sub art. T (§ 264.561{a} and §264.562). -
If a plamt elects ta.not handle its -

. .Management Standards .

The EPA has found that the wastes.
proposed for Hsting today contain toxic

believes that its in-process formulation  constituents, some:of which are
is at or beneatly the: ..carcinogenic. These wastes, when

pentachlomphmtemncsm ml, mismanaged, pose a-.substaitial threat t’a
- human health: end thre environment. . -

- and analyzethe: .. Based on-its study of the industry; the

4 in-process;
" formuletionused to: pretecuh&smfaw ASGHCY considers waste
-.of lumber: Such gampling must be

- mismanagement to include: ﬂrfppage,

. conductsd immediately following -
-fand: consistent wﬂksafg -+ welkaxdisposak of tank sludge inte” - |
plant eperations}, and must be- .- . sawdust pilos tobe: carried c&asbmlw y
condhcxedby the. uwxmlupmtor fuel. The Agency considers the,
utilizing the guidance found in: dmpwr' - of sawdust contaminated by sludges -
-.9{sampling plan) and chapler 1@ . “heavily leden with tachrkumplmnaw .
-« (sampling methods) of EPA’s Test and dioxin to be an example of ,
-Methodsfor Evaluating Solid Waste,. misman ofthis waste when the

: egentent
Physical/Chemical Msthods (SM’—MG). . .plants which burn the sawdust usually
. :do not follow 40'CFR part 266, subpart

* H under the Boiler and Industriak

* Furnace {'BiF”’}Rula.or mCFRparts

© 26442685, subpart O-which cevers |
incinerator operation requiremerits. I, -

.- however, 8 plant was classified as.a
‘boiler or am industiial firneceand is in |
. compliance with apphcabbwgtﬂaﬁans,

the utilization of a-qualified m}ymk

immediately aﬁaroperalfon to em&
true characterization of the formulation,. .

use.during:o ion, that drips from. -
- aswaste, The results. of |
as Jong as the plant:is fi operation:. EPA . :notbe an example-of xmsmanagement
" is proposing that Iébomf‘m'msmust use - In additiom, te Agency hascampﬂed
test methods found in SW-846.. " infermation: sk g thiaf certain:

"' Methods:8040 and 8270, which,appﬂaé' conshtuemsfdlmdfﬁnbmwastésm . N

in SW-846:are appropriate forthis persistent and mobile in the T
:analysis. The&geneyhehwestﬁaﬁ o " environemnent surr arfe ‘ :
-methodk4010; whick is i - protection: plants. Wasggs from ihis | i
,draftfmm,mkmtapet&oﬁsw—&;&is * industry are’ alss; waler-solubl an‘zl cam

mma,immmiawe “be carried By precipitation Tuin-off over

pentachioroplsenate coritent. EP’hi’s " and dovmdamwgbuml 'Fhm:

- Methad mrmmnmimumassaytest -

- spillage, or other releases onte soilas L
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-constituents are capable:of reaching . -
| sensitive environmental systemsin- - : -
harmful coneséritrations. Information . ~
that supports these claims is described.
- in detail‘in section VI(C) of this = -~

preamble and additional supporting
information can be found inf&e docket
for this rulemaking. - v -

- In support of the FO33 listing ™~~~ - |
proposed today, EPA is prbpdsipg to~
amend appendices VII and VIII'of part

261, Basis for Listirig Hazardous Waste -
and Hazardous Constituents, ~." .=
respectively. These appendices are -
amended: to add the hazardous ~«
constituents that form the basis for -
listing proposed hazardous waste No." -
F033 {appendix VII), as-well as other'-
hazardous constituents contained in the
proposed F033 waste streams (appendix

The Agency is proposihitb tequiré
wood surface protectors' whose wastes

| fall within the scope of this listing to

- comply with-certain.specific .-~ . .
management standards proposed today - -

..as subpart T of parts 264 and 265. In "
" addition; surface protectors must '
operate and maintain theirplants in-
accordance with all otherwise ...
- applicable RCRA requirementsto ' -
minimize the extent to which the wastes -
contaminate the environment. The - .-
Agency beliaves that existing methods
for managing hazerdous waste under . " -
- EPA’s regulations are available to many
. surface protection plants and can- ™"
adequately protect human health.and: .
the environment from the risks posed by -
the waste streams which the Agency is
proposing:to list as hiazardous. L

Examples of such regulatory programs -
aare the hazardous waste tank regulations
in 40 CFR parts 264/265, subpart Jand - -
the standards for drip pads in 40 CFR ' .
parts 264/265, subpart. W. The Agency -
is proposing to require plants that
generate FO33 wastes to médnage their -
" F033 wastes in units that satisfy either -
_subpart J or subpart W requirements. ",
nder today’s proposed hazatdous
waste listing, the‘Agency would -
‘consider surface protection plants
have formulations with - . -
pentachlorophenate concentrations
greater than 0.1 ppm to be potential
generators of F033 hazardous waste
under the RCRA program: Thereisno. -
'RCRA requirement that generators,
_solely due to their status as génerators,
- obtain permits for operation‘under
subpait W ot J. However, generators are . '
required, at times, to obtain permitsif .~ -
they store generated.wastes on-site for
time periods which exceed their RCRA - -

whd. :

* to 180 days without obtaining .
" permit. Sée 40 CFR 262.34(d), (f). Ifa"
o Elant_genemtés, more than 1000 kg of .

" month {considered a large quantity- - -
" site for

' surface protection processes treat: -
-'lumber with chlorophenolic s
. formulations, a short description of the -

‘differences between the two industries

“The Agency considers a “wood - -

" intended to preserve wood

‘discoloration. The distinction,"

Ji.e., préssure treatment or non-pressure .-
© dip treatment; but on the intent of the- - .
. treatment-itself. Therefore, “dipping”
- operations are not excluded from wood
© preserving if the intent of the operation

- stated in ifs initial proposed wood *+

. marine borers. Surface discoloration ="

. superficial application of preservative,

... Typically, v.sjodiu’m pm‘lta-chléro-‘

_ - control is considered surface protection,
' not wood preserving. However, ifa = '
‘plant is treating wood with sodium
- pentachlorophenate with the intent of

- considered a wood preserving -

" operation, and the wastes generated - -~
. would be chlorophenolic wastes from.a

. regulations} designated-as F032. The o

calendar month and complied with- . = - -
certain-conditions; it would be allowed :.:
to store hazardous wastes on-site for up
a RCGRA

ous waste in any one calendar

. generator), then the plant would be-. - -

allowed to store hazardous wastes on=
e for up to 90 days without a permit. ..

See 40 CFR 262.34{a). Lo

" Because both wood p

reserving and .

and their waste generation is necessary.

preserving process” to be any process
from . - -
structural attack. A wood surface’
protection process is a process merely -
intended to prevent.surface’ - .
therefore,
is not based on the type of process used,

is to preserve wood, As the Agency

preservirig hazardous waste listing, that:

wood preservatives are used to delay " .
detericration and decay of wood caused °
by organisms such as insects, fungi, and *

(sapstaining) during shiort term storage -
can be adequately controlled by a

but for long lasting sffectivéness, - .
penetration of preservative to a uniform
depth is required. This deep penetration -
is-usually accomplished bg" forcing .

‘preservative into the wood under

pressure, so that “pressure treated” is -
often used as a synonym for = _
“preserved”’. (53 FR 53282, December
30, 1988). v R

henate is used for sapstain control on *
lumber following cutting. Sapstain

preserving the wood, it would be .’

wood preserving plant-(notedasa -
facility in the wood presérving

Agency believes that it would be very-

- storage allowances based on the amount ‘‘unlikely that a wood preserving facility ; .
of waste generated: For example, ifa ="
plant generated greater than100 but less
than 1000 kg of waste in any.one .

would use sédium pentachlorophenate "
to.preserve wood; sinte the preserving " -

- solution is aqueous anc weuld wash off.

intent of wood preserving to-obtaina _°
- . long term protection of the wood: - ™

* “kickback” occurring in
- because protectant is applied to the

- surface without pressure. However, -~

, protectant drippage does occur from | . .-
‘newly treated wood at surface ...
‘protection plants. Additional dripp.

. drippagé in the process area, that syste

" applicable, .

the mated;waﬁ&'&h@ié’ndéﬁtheu S
treatment-insfféctive; since it isthe - -

" As noted recently in the Final ~. . '

" Modifications to Wood Preserving . X
-Regulations (57 FR 61492, December 24,
' 1992), incidental drippage at-active . -

wood preserving plants is not

considered illegal disposal of a -

- hazardous waste if it is removed from .
- the storage yard and mdnaged . - e
. appropriately within 24 hours (or 72
-..~ hours) of occurrence, depending on
=+ whether the plant was in‘operation. - .

when the-drippage occurred. Wood .

- preserving incidental drippage occurs

due. to “kickback” of preservative-

.- following treatment of wood under
‘ pressure. This is not the'case with * -
- surface protection. There is noe o

this industry - -

age. -
may. occur from surface-protected wood
in storage, due either to liquid entrained
in the wood bundles or precipitation : -
coming in contact with thé wood.”
Plants using surface protection -

‘formulations with'concentrations of - :‘ N
pentachlorophénate greater than 0.1 .". .-

ppim are subject to the proposed subpart. - - -

‘T requirements. All drippage from .. .» .

treated wood, including any drippage .

" that may oceur as a result of any liquid -
“entrainment within d packed bundle,

- must cease befors it is transferred to the

* storage yard. For-purposes of containing. "

the drippage in the process area,.an

" owner/operator inust employ either a

tank system, such as a sump, or a drip |

: pad beneath the process area. If a plant,

has a sump system for removal of .

is subject to the tank standards in 40 . .
CFR parts 264/265, subpartJ. Likewises, .

" if an owner/operator installs a drip pad

for collection of process drippage, the
drip pad standards in Subpart W are -/

or those .pla‘ntt‘s"Whichgenerate Fo33 .

- wastes, the Agency is proposing to

réquire owner/operators of those sur

face
protection. plants to develop and '

~ implement a continigency plan for

immedidte responss to protectant * -

*" drippage in storage yards. The Agency -
- does not expect plants within the scope
- of the proposed listing to experience ' .

drippage in the storage yard because the © -

- proposed subpart T requires that
* . drippage cease prior to removing wood

from the process:area. Howgver, the . - .
Agency recognizés the possibility that -
somie incidental drippagemay, - - .7
nonetheless; occur after wood is® ..
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requirements would apply.
The requirement is: pmpose& to bethe
same ag the contingency plan .
requirement promulgated for wood
preserving facilities in the December 24,
1992 final rule. b that rule, the Agency -
clarified what it meant by the term.
“Immediate response’ (57 FR 61494}
With respect to the word “immedfi
EPA intends that owner/operators -
rospond to stomgeyard‘ drippage that
occurs while a plant is irr operation:
within one consecmwa-woﬂdngday A
facility is-considered to be inr operation:
any day on which it is treating, wood: .
For'plants that are not i operation:
during 4 storage yard' ageevent,
the Agency expects the plant to clean up-
the drippage within 72 hours of .
occurrence. It fs important ta note that
the timing of response to drfppage is
based on when the drippage ectually. -
occurs, rather than when therdnppagcis
detected: in the sterage yard. The: -
approach proposed wday. like the:
approach promulgated for wood ]
preserving plants, places the "
responsibility for checking storaga yards
for drippage en tha plant owner/
oparator. Reguler checks of storage.
yerds, particularly follewing the initial
storags of newly treated wood, will
allow awner/operators to respond ta-
drippage in aecoedance- with today’s

aposal.. ‘

P With respect 1o. the word "rasponse,
EPA intends this term to-include -
cleanup and removal of protectant
drippege franr tha storage yard. For
P ses of today’s proposal, claariup ef
visible drippage from theneatedrumbar
in the storage yard will satisfy the . °

requirements for immediate resyonsas
The praposed requirements for the .
contingeney plan are alsa the same as’

* those finalized in'the wood preserving, .
* rule. Qwnerfoperators.must prepare'and

maintain a written plan that describes:
how the plant will respond:to.storpge
yerd drippaga. At & minimum, theplan
must describe how the cwner/operator.

will accomplish the following: - -

(i) Clearz up the'

D Docmggm tho chamen of

(ﬁi}M&in this documen&mon ch

three years; and

{iv) Manage the cuntamma{ad media
" ih a manner consistent with Fader&l—

. regulations.

Withiregaad: te-the requisemnony ta:
docussat the cleanup: of drippege.: dm
Agency wilk considersn snoual .
ceniﬁcalim,xignndhy eithara '

. (materials re
- Unde

drippage in aceordence with these rules,
to be edequate documentation..
The Agency is: proposing to: mqmm

" . plants that stare woeod axe-site invareas. -
unprotectad fron: precipitetion to cover- .

the. trested wood bundles te minimize

the quantities of surface protectant that

_ run off the wood into:the:environment..

* The chloraphenetic: formulations used
.. by the woed: surfece protection industry
-." are water-soluble, and storage yards are

easily contaminated with: protectant

g ﬁompnempttaﬂon run-off. This cover

requirement, and the contingency plan:-

- requirement, are being proposed to -

minimizs further con!amimum of thso

* environment.

C. HJstoncaI Sail Contammatzon
The standards- proposed todey shnuldu

substantially decrease any future
. "envircnmental contemination thet: -

- - (e.g., excavated); SeesChemwal Waste:-
. Management, Ins.v: E.PA., 863 md

1526153940, CDS .Cir: 1989). The:
media, henceforth, are regulated as:
hazardou&westwnmbl such nme as the

‘ medm no lenger “contain’” the-

ally listed hazardous: waste,
Agencyis in thepracess of
examining issues related to.’
. contaminated inedia and. mvxewing )
existing policy-en thése.issues. EPA -

wastes.
Ses 57 FR.B‘LS&Z.(DGC 24.1992}
{materials net regulated under the

Underground: Storage Tank Program)

and 58 FR-8562 (Feb. 12,1993} .-
latedmndestha
Storage Tank pmogmm},

EPA alaasn invelved in ani en-going .

. -dialogue: wnhrmte&parmas%mt
of the mlennhngpmus&spaﬂﬁm

‘ relatedita the:Hazardous Wasta:

‘; suhmpmmlyvdﬁﬁmmm% '
: ~199%WFR49&&L8M§& ~ .

&mﬁmmm

. kpemtdthph

pe
© | their formulition to griierste s Fe3d
»»waste-?hmmbsplan&whm
* formulistions are
, .due to prawizmamkmdnm
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removéd faithe stoﬂgmyard This . - reglstemd pmfemoml euginawox m . - sectorak oun:uanh pmgmm kas haen 5
contingency g nfwonld:‘ &gnsxbka company officia¥ of . initiated. - e
not applyto ego im the process ..authority on compsny X thau . Beceuse of thie. hi.shmm}nml Qe
area, where etfier subpert T . the owner/operator hes cleansd up: - contimimation associated with: the: -

surface protection: industry, the PO3g -
hstmg;pmpc:sed today raises:issues.
concerning the regulation and.

- management of contaminated sails. The-

proposed listing potentially affects '

actions taken at several thousand- sntes‘

that exe past usexs.of" S
pentachloroplienats.. While this

proposed listing, caupled with: :

~application: of the *‘contained-in’* palicy ‘

to-these sites, assures ent. -

- jurisdiction: if suchr soils are-actively

managed, it does not, an. its: owi, .

- compek corructive action. It may, i fact,.
serve to impede or slow site clear-aps. .+
as well as other minor activities that, o

- their own, pose no significant -

envirenmental risks, if those activities.
result ir the generation of contaminated
‘'soils that must be handled.as hamrdmm o
wastes. In light of these issues, EPA is’

_requesting deta and; comment cn:the.

would otherwise result from: mmmuad * “contained-fin™ policy ag:it pértainato. .
genemtion of these waste streams. 'Elwm the wood serface pwmcdonmdum
_ “is, however. & considerable-ameuntef - Such data arxd comment cansa‘;dnt: .
- soil {precess aree.and storage yerdhand: . (1) The appropriateness.
-water {ground: and surface} that already these soils:taall rec afthe -
- has beenr contaminated asarésultof . SubtitleC program whemn actively -
_past surface-proiestion practices. _managed: . o o
EPA genar&llypmtedshummh&dth (2} The level of contarnination in.
- and the énvironment . the risks: process area: andg storage:  sotlzas. -
: assmamdwuhwnmnmdsmlvm weﬁasgrmmdwatw CoLe
. the“contained-in’’ pelicy. The: - (3) The.risks posoé by these.soils.
- “contained-in’ policy states’ thntmedn The Agency acknow g that &
containing a listed hawdaus wastgare  substantial number of plants: that.
themselves considered listed: hawdms * previously used: éhlorophenelic. -
wastes whan they are actively : ormuI'ation.u hava cmnammatod then'.

o equipment with diaxin, an impurity
- - found in the formulation. Sampling:data

show that diexin s, indeed, found i

* the protectant formulations.and wastes.

from. that have switched overto.
non-chlorophenclic. formulations, -

- indiceting that there has.been cxoss-

contamination by previous

: chlorophsn@ham Theeriginal
. 'proposal-of December 30,2988 (33 FR
_ 53282) propnsed that alk cross
recently proposed ta axﬂmpt medie. .- :
coptamizated with . within the scope of the listing unlessan
- equipment-clesning

cmhmméwmﬂnmldhvinw‘

wasusaed
to deconmmimtetlmaqnipmenﬁm&

_ prevenuhaiﬁmhmms-mtanﬁnm
. . of product and wasts: Today's: ¥
. differs substantiaily from: the: 1986 -

proposal witls respect to-crass--

- contaminated weastes. The Agency has -

detammmdfth&t:a.plmﬁ.msthlw S
greater than G & ppax - :

m‘”“’“’ﬁ:ﬁmm
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© . use oﬁchhuphsnnﬁms.hmm 3 joclined. iemek . - ',iﬁmsamad,whmchfsdesmhe&m
formuktxmhwamkdionsd expactad ‘ ' < - dtail in section V1 of this preamble, _
ts mm,ﬂnhmkmdmhy 'wastoda&exmmamwhatextauihesa ‘

. twouwmﬂ}s - . wastes.pose & threat to humen health
'. %mm . and the saviteniment. Fonhxspmpmd.

Sup.poeu'the RAgelicy’s findings that pmm l:mm Qumcals - ~the Agency performed & muhtifeceted . -
- wasteg ooy sm:hphntxpowwhnﬂm fthe sole recent % study of how these wastes have hee -
Agency considers tobe sn umpmhb chhmphmhc lumukﬁomkmé .. and are rurrently distributed to the..
- lifotimeexcess caurer sk from - - - - production of itschlorophenolie .. .. . - envifonment. The two printeipal areas-of
' pmtadnknu;mmmm - formulations in Januay- 119925ndm, - risk associated. thh' surfacs pmtecnmr
groundwwrofaﬁ;° , a5 darived from tﬁarmhmtﬁdyﬁhdh:tﬂ'mt . wagles are: :
the carcinogenic 5| fm&s&& " registration cancellation. A notice . - .- T anananntaminm :
detailed discussien of the Agmucy’s risk describing this action was pulilished for asgo)c.:famd with groundwater sunf;s .
.. assessyent is contained iy section V!(CJ  public review iz the Pedeval Rogister . . contaminated by the current ami past
of this prosmble, sswell as'in the— .~ * ~ notice (see 52 FR 23401 {une 3, 1902)). use of chilerophenoclics; and :

‘ Foll ‘commeant fior tiis
dmmmmm agug?:sﬂ Pﬁiﬂ:&'m (z]lfngpsunna{fishandsheﬂﬁ’sh

V. Opuons Cmuhmd hy tba qucy,  sent to Chiapman %cmnlsﬁlh ay . tissuesand ingestion of soils
The.lﬁgsncymnﬁ;ﬂlymﬁsﬁm&d& effwbndatenfﬁepﬁu&mmtm 30%”‘“‘10““2;' T, perlac
- the analysiz described in Section'VIFof  This canceBstion notice cagcelled tha -+ by PCOILs.and PCOFs. € o
this presmhle in developing today’s - . follawing products producedby . .2 To mﬁb“mmmm&e ‘
- proposal. The Agency acknowledges. - Chepman Chemicals: Perinatox 18t . Agency.upplies & “weight-of evidence’”
~that factars in this enalysis argue both.. 108, and 101, snd Mitrol G-5ST. Any - - appreach, examining risk associated |
for Metiig'wood surfuce protection: ~  manufscturer would have toobtain g, - with all potential human health and
‘wastes as well as for nop Jistiog these - . new registration before thesa cirmicals:  epvironmental exposure pathways, By -
wastes as hazardous. The Agencybas - could be re-introduced andbe made ;. listing westes fioms the use of surface
decided tq list these wastesas - = - avaxlahh ior use mmdmfmre i 'vj  pratection: fosmulations thet cantain 6.1
hazaxdnm(forreaspnsdescrfbod F * - ppm PEP arabeve, the Agency wonld -
below}, but, El’AsgemﬁmHy uests : Ssmnd, tbemak m&d mﬁh . eoffecta changsin the risk sstocizted
comments on tha ﬁp@mn to not z these surface protection wastes is esiimated to vmh the arass-contamination of non- .
wastas as hazatdm.;s " be, for some exposure pethweys stor . chlorophenolic formiilations with PCP’ '
* below the range of whst tha.Agancy . - - and dioxins. The risk roduction:
A NO‘MWMWW considers scceptable. Thigis: o first - ;achiwsdbyc}emingtanksmd ,
- Wastes s Haztsdous - © -+ 7 " hazardus waste listing proposil which equipment to a Jevel below 6.3 ppm, ,
s -Asindicdted above, there is some’ . uses-the Agency” stie&&mctanutmn i.e., the incrernentsl risk, mm!atwdy ~
*  information which suggests thatthe - guidance (U.S. Envircmmentil . modest. The s risk amalysis. -
.Agenicy should not list weod surface: *  Protection Agency. Gaidance fox R:sk indicates that the incrementak nsis .
- protectioft wastes as hazardots, Phist, - Assessmont. Risk Assessment Cmnl, “attribated o ﬁm reg’almm are as “
.~ theuse of ﬁﬂt—streng!h cfxiomphanoﬁcs Nomnber "!99!)5. Tho purpoae; ¢a§ ﬂm ﬁ:-l‘!om - _ .

.

ixm-s bzsao* Is
A0 ® 10 4102
| 2x1076 fo 210~ %

~

'Besusmmmmmxm o

Ahdngse:gredcd wmma unless mafﬁﬂ}mengh . : Agencysconfamed-mpahey The :
nodfaamthemkssmo&wntk ch.lm@o - “corta ingd-in ”poh:yseamthatmmha
contaminafed soils and growmid water - Ag ma‘wamthanhe mntammg&hsteéhswdnwvmtam
that has already cccusred daewumga pmpmcﬁis mﬁ, thensselwos considered listed bazardeous
efcbht@hmahummepmmﬁy _ momw - wastes when they are actively managsd:
resnedistion emgmuammaﬁm b (e:g..mwa!nd};.&eeﬂhcmwﬁﬁlm .

- would sddress this risk, Site ' g forriwlations oa- - Managesvesd, knc: v E-P. A, 869 F.2d
[ mmedxmwmmqmedhymem ma;mwmhmmmm?am 1526; 1539-40:-{11.C, Cir: 1988). The
hstmgdmm%mmh Rub,mrmwwamﬁim. ‘medis; henceforth, are regulatedes - -
alsonanoepmmomwmy 033} is waets: | 4 hmr&m;m!esmmhm\nasth&
» m hn;:damwmse
mhcmmr

i pentaehbn@immmmd toms-me
‘ -‘-xts production; it would'he mqpmad !n
. megt all u&ﬂunﬂqummm
FIFRA for reg;smaagaﬂew clnmcah
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This requiros prior completion of health - pentach
‘expected to iricrease significantly: The. -

and environmental efféctd'data sets that
‘EPA: uses fo defermine if the themical - ™
poses an unreasonable risk/EPA™ . -
roquests comiment on whether FIFRA - .
requiremernits would mést RCRA -
concerns, - - Tl

PRt

B. Rationale for Proposing To List Wood

Surface Protection Wastes as Hazardous
The Agency elected to propose the - .
listing of these wastes as hazardous for
'several reasons. First, the Agency’s. -
analysis suggests that, even when
chlorophenolic formulations are no
longer used by & plant (as is currently
the cass with a majority of surface.
protectors), contamination of soils and
ground water will continue to ocgur.
This is because “transitional users” .
typically have nét clegned their
equipment and elevated levels of.
pentachlorophenates still remain in
their formulation. Drippage orito the™ - -
ground following treatment of lumber is
a normal occurrence in the surface
rotection process. The ch:lorophenolic
ormulations used by sawmills are -
aqueous solutions that contain both -
carcinogenic and systemic constituents,
including dioxin. o
. Therisks from these wastes may be -
comparable to those from other listed .
wastes. As a comparison, the population .
risk from the groundwater ingestion
pathway for the recently promulgated
wood preserving wastes listing was
lower than risks from wood surface
protection wastes (zero excess case over. -
300 years). However, the Agency listed
wood preserving wastes because of the.
high levels of constituents of concern
and significant number of damage cases
including 54 NPL sites. Although the
central tendency and high-end risks
determined for these surface protection
wastes seem to be near the low end of -
concern, the constituents of concern in -
the waste are in high enough -y
concentrations that these wastes would
have been listed under the previcusly -
usad methodology employed for listing
determinations. - ;- . o
Second, EPA is very eoncerned about -
potential risks that'may ocour if . -
chlorophenolic formulations are put
back into use. As indicated abave, the
cancellation of this formulation’s FIFRA
*registration was valuntary. Following
the voluntary-action, EPA cancelled the
registration. Registration of pesticides
are governed by section 3 of FIFRA. The
Agency's regulations governing the
registration process can be found at 40 -
CFR part 152, subpart C. If the cancelled -
chlorophenolic formulations.are re- -
_ instated for use in wood surface -
protection operations, the risks
associated with the use.of ..

' beyond the FIFRA registration process..-.

- ‘information concerning 21 damage cases
- that decument the presence of, and-
" threats to humén health and the . .

. protection plants in ground water,

mini

. equipment such that their formulation is

pén-taphic;r&phénatezﬁndidibxinv ¢enbe ..
Agency believes that listing these wastes-

" as hazardous will'‘provide-additional . -

barrier to the use of these formulations . |

As noted above, EPA requests comment
on whether FIFRA would meet RCRA

concerns..” . - Ce
. In'addition, the Agency has "

environment posed by the past use of
pentachlorophenate (P€P)and -~ - - -
tetrachlorophenate (TCP) at surface .

surface water, and soil. Significant
concentrations of PCP, often orders of

. -magnitude above the water Health-

Eased Level (HBL), were detected in the’
groiind water of many sawmills, The

* sampling and analysis data which

contribute to these damage incidents

werae collected during on-going surface’

protection operations at a time when
chlorophenolic formulations were -
aetively used, and EPA believes they are

‘- indicative of damages that could occur

in the event that production and
widespread use of chlorophenolics
resume in the future. .

- Furthermore; as discussed above, the
*“no-list” option, if adopted in the final .
rule, would necéssarily rely on the

to the effective date of tﬁe,ﬁxial rulél.v .

However; EPA believes there may be. -+ .
disincentivés to such one-time disposal.. .
‘The economic value of chlorophenolic

formulations may discourage disposal. '
In addition, potential liability under -

- either the Agency’s RCRA contained-in- - '

policy (discussed in section IV(c) of this
preamble) and/or the Comprehensive -

and Liability Act (CERLCA;or -

- Superfund) may deter unsafe on-site+

waste disposal. = .

.- - For the'above reasons, the Agen{qy»is,-‘ o

proposing to list wood surface

_ protection wastes as hazardous, butis -
seeking comment on the option fo “not -

. list” thege wastes in the final N
rulemaking. The Agsncy specifically. .

uests comment and supporting - -
infarmation on the risks posed by these
wastes. oo A

VI. Description of Wastes Generated -

A. Types of Wastes Included in This =

Proposal- - ' .
This sectjon describes the waste
streams’ that are generated by the use of
surface protection formulations
containing chlorophenolics. Two types

- of primary wasta streams are typically

generated: process residuals and ~ -
drippage. Secondary waste streams
include spent formulation and

FIFRA cancellation of the . ‘wastewaters. :

chlorophenolic formulations in order to
mgze unacceptable adverse impacts
on human health and the environment. .
The Agency may take into consideration.
the impact of other statutory and ;
regulatory requirements when making
hazardous waste listing determinations.

- under RCRA (as it has doneé here, with

respect to the impact of the FIFRA
cancellation on the anticipated future
volume of wastes generated). However,
the regulations governing the listing of
hazardous wastes at 40 CFR § 260.10

"specify a wide range of factors, not all

of which will necessarily be adequately
addressed by other statutory or -
rt:lgulatory schemes, such as those . -
administered under FIFRA. Thergfore,
the Agency is reluctant torely solely on
other statutes to accomplish the goals of
EPA’s hazardous waste listing program., - -
.Finally, today’s listing is unique’in " -
that it sets a level of pentachlerophenate
of 0.1-ppm in formulations as the level

- above which the listifig would apply. . .

This allows plants to clean their

beneath the 0.1 ppm regulatory level, . .
thus reducing the number-of plants that

would be-affected by this rule. The
Agency.acknowledges, as-discussed
above, that there is concern.about . -

" potential one-time Wagte-dispgsal prior -

Process residuals are tank sludgés that
accumulate in the dip tank and/or mix *
tank as the lumber passes through for
treatment. Some plants use spray

-systems that generate a siudge when

recovered formulation is filtered.
Periodically, the accumulated sludge
must be removed and is typically placed .

. on sawdust or wood chip piles on-site.,
The ultimate destination of the sludge is -
. dependent on the management of the

sawdust piles. Plants have reported -

- burning the sawdust on-site or shipping

it off-site for usé as boiler feed for
energy recovery. Depending on the
particle size, soine of these wood chips

may be shipped to a pulp or paper mill.. -

- Some plants generate little orno tank *
sludge as a result of certain process - :
variations. Dip tank operations, . .
sometimes utilize an internal circulation.
system to enharice mixing and promote ,
penetration info the packed bundles; .
The agitation does. not allow any
articulates to settle, and when the
undles are remaved, some of the

-suspended solids are also removed.

Green chain operations . sometimes use a

- system of rollers that are partially -
- submerged into the dip tank. These -
rollers force the pieces of lumber under .
© . the surface of the formulation to ensuie

thorough coverage of the éxposed - -

-

- Environmental Response Compensatioxg o




il

. throughany gy that ha settled b
- the mkmdfihtsﬁndspmﬂmmk

. of wood: The- Ageney has. been ‘unable:

with the trested himber. This.systern . -
8 eggumm&&tmuh&enmthmm

animﬁaehmthemamk 28R

mmmdmummnym'l‘hem

practices axe. deseribed in mete deteil i -

the wasis: mnagemem mmgn cﬁﬁus
preamble. Lo L

Anotherwamsueamisemss S
- formulation drippege from ﬁ'osbly

onthe'grz}n&wken tgia«waogjs S
- transported from the dip tank or green’
chmntastackh:gan&gchging.m: :
Agericy has abeerved L
opemﬁmstmdmmsukfnressexcess

founulahcm o the. wrmd’ than erthar the .
or greon-chain: OIS, .-' -
g Some utxlizs simple mcavery

 syrstems’ wminuc:]x:x::it;p the loss of }ml’d
formulation. P opérations
- the woud aver the dip tank atax angle’

! - to-coflect excess formulation prorto .

- tramsfor to storage. Green chain end -

' spray.operations may utilize a w}ﬁacuon
pan under the: :Convayerto collect -
“formulation as the treatod -

* lumber rums along thie green: chain. 'Ehe
. treated-woead ¥» then stored on-site or.

mmed&atei}y sﬁxppeé oﬂlsite to t:he

buathe# gamaied bysurfaee
wastes
protection processes and included in-

today‘s H-stmg are’ wastewaeers
m ed spent formulation.

Wastewaters axe typically not nemteé .

‘by this industry: sinmx&i‘sno@d’esﬁ-’abh -
to wet froshly treated ¥atnber. Untreated:

logs awniting catting-are sometimeés kept.

wet té redirce the risk of filg and mold
formatiom. Thesa‘:wa&tbwn{ers’mk! noi
be included within the scope of this

hsﬁug:mhsstheycmame@ .

_proposed

+ formulation. Thie Agency has found that
- larger plants whicly opesats indoors
. perfosm: “good hofueksepm S
measures, including the:
floors and equipment. Thev

generated from these: activmes, ifthey .

contdct formulation within the scope of -

the proposed listing, would be a listed
‘hdzardous waste. Discarded spent-

- fermiilation that @ plant dnsposasoﬁas

"' a‘rdsultofa chggga1n pmduct ‘

formulation. -

- B. @uantities: hWaste Genemted L

“The Agency belioves tbat thers aia -
. three-distinct user groups within the .

-surface rotesﬁmmdus&:yganem&mg - X

this proposed Fo33 wastm sa.wmms,,
fummwe

to acquire information on the extent of . .
. use thhm the fm'mtm‘e manufacturxngi ‘

. “,

. and for Ferfonmng risk modeli mg,. »

of . |

- and expn:timh;s&ias mdmﬂ‘ssncﬂ
earhermmmd,nnhtumhkmm :

of new information: ox the save milk -

. industry. The mdm
‘Lgnﬁatndtbyﬂm isd’asmxha& )

- Baged on. curyent: reetontes
thaﬁaenayasumm Te ares: | .
appmmwy‘amommguumhs

. inthe WSMW pency further
estime{es that spproximately 980 Eow,; :

- third) of these mills pesforns susface

. treated lumber, Excess. dnppagecan fall .

proteeﬁoa npemtmm.@ﬂhasasw

dmolumbermnthasaphmsm

+ ‘actuslly surface-protected. Thesa: -

percentage estimates may be high for . -
smaller mills-and low for theh;gm:
mills, but the. Agoncy believes, am, . -
weighted avesage, that they are. . .- ..
sufﬁci&xtly accurate: far. pmpqw;.‘o.ﬁ
estimating waste genaration g

om the.above, quamiﬁiesof

. waste generated om a.-national level ean

be estimated. Formunlation drippoge and

: pmtprmmdi&omeyards
. me tha;tmtypeaaﬁmgmmrm!at

tection plants.that:the .
ncy scarrasult i .

stantial human exposure. 'I‘hmm-‘ -
,the hghmﬂ'ahmmm;

'_. -generated by the industey-amd ave
. included wit&imthemupad%

proposed listi

concexmmgm&m th?hgﬁonnt af
process area drippags that can eccur et
mills througliont the U.S. is betwson . -
1000 and 4600°gallons per ane milkion: .
board feet of lumber treatad. Giver the
number of sawmill plants in.operation -

throughout the countéy, the number of .-

process types and set-ups, and the type
Ageney

of management peacticess, the:
assumes that appr ately 2080,
gallany. of drippage: infiltrate. soil per
one milling board foet of lumber

surface-protected : ‘
The other type of waste that pmsents' :
significant h'tmmnfexposure risk is

- storage yard-run-off. Depending on

- formulation includes any discarded - . - market.conditions, Iusmber mey remein -

incthe yard follewing surface- -protection,
for longeér-tham a month. Dmrmg &ns ,

_period, precipltaﬁon ma ‘
- formuletion into netmby odies of mter

or further contammah soils: throughout

_in plant size, locatmn. M sivek -
management practices, theré'is. ahxgh
uncertamty in estxmatmg the amount of

'stamgeymdnmrw&mthmr

Asmdypexfamndinﬂrmghcoknmm

Cahada pravides information: shout rumn-
off frome ai cxr-site two-day rein evont. -

_ ’Ampyo!rthmstudyismm:hackuﬁw

- today’s sulemaking. The farmrule-used to -
- derive the actuslk esucentration of

W , chhmuph:m&rm-aﬂiwm&m

mddngmskmmtsis dxgxmseqh
later i the .

Sludges removed &mpmcess taml‘ts -
‘or filters are; generated infrequently and

. neves in:large quantitios by this:

industry. lndeed, many small plants:
'have never removed siudge because § nt
has Mmuseeh&pmblemmma
system isrreantinucusly rsglemshed
“.Other plants, because of their- process,
generata shidgs; but all of it-leaves. the -

.' . plant with: the treated waod- pl;odm.:t« ‘
- C. Waste A@nagm#ﬁmtmes :

The Agency has found that wastes

. -generated by this industry are v
- by any of the following methads: (1] -
_ Burned on-site as. fuel, (2] shipped Bff

“site for USE a8 bailer fuel, {3} land: .
dlsposed on-site; (4] landi dispesed off
site, or (5} dripped or placed onto soil.
‘The majority of mills-aifow formulation
to drip diractly onto the groiind aud
-dispose of sl‘ucfge fir sawdugst pifes. The

- Agency has:seén. very little evidenice of

mamgemam of these wastés that would'

~ be in complfance with RCRA

requirements, were this proposed Histing
finalized. However, EPA natss that there

. are some plarits that dispose of fhese ‘
- - wastes'in what would constitute s =~ -
. proper mainer for Hazardous wastes.

‘The details of tﬁe ‘Agency’sfindings
regard}ng waste management pmctxces
can be found in the docket fo: tl'ns
rulemakmg, T

b PoI&utmm Préﬁentmn axrd Rerzyc&mg
Pmstm el

‘The Agency is cm‘renﬁy preparmga »

-.". separate guidance manual

reconm!emﬁng’ vafunl&xy poﬁmxm '
prevention and waste minimizaticn

- techniques for the lumber mdustry The

manual will be completed prior to.

“expected promulgation of a final F033
‘hazardous waste listing ruléin

December 1993. Soine recommended .. ..
strategies for polfution prevention in- the -
surface protection mdustry are

in this section. Further

‘information wxll be included in tha- -
‘manual.’ -

The ultimate goal of pollution

i -:pmvommmistereduee'presemald l
", futuye threats te hmen heglth and ﬂ‘xe

esvironment: Pollution: paevention (also
 veferred to-ns sousce wdm:!rm) isthe:
v of materials; provssses; of prast‘nces
that reduce. or-eliminate the quantity---
and/or toxu_.xty of. wgstes at the 'source’ -
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. industry: (1) Local and general .. =
ventilation within-the cutting process -
area to reduce dust which would .> .-

of generation. Pallution prevention is. .
the first step:in a hierarchy of options :
forreducing the gexieration of waste. - .
The first recommended pollution .. .

prevention option is to replace.chemical - with air to furtherzeduce.sawdust on -

treatment with another type of treatment  wood prior to-surface protection: and (3}’

to achiava surface protection. One. . .

the use of drainage collgction devices. -
alternate is to dry the wood ta reduce.

- (gutters) on roof tops to keep tainwater
watercontent (high water content leads _away. from process wastes, For wastes -
to sapstain). The Agency is aware that: '~ that cannot be reduced at the source,’ - -
this option may not be economically .
viable for a smaller mill; I such a _
system cannot be feagibly employed, it practices are very critical in plant, - oo
would bb preferable for a userof :* - ... operations that prodiice a:hazerdous.. -
thlorophenolic-containing formulations
to switch to an alternate formulation -
that dass not generate a hazardous: -

. waste, . A G LT e
Bécause the propossd Fo33 listing

activitiés, when safely opetatéd and - -
.. maintained, are néxtbest because they -
ing .- takewhat would have been'terined” " e
includes a concentration standard for - ©  hazardous:waste geiierated from the -
treatment formulations, a:plentgould ' 7  process andreuse it to reduce-actual .
avoid generating a hazardous waste by .  linzardous waste géneration that is:
ggsuritr}:lgtg;atits fomulét;qﬁiggg&f(g . destined for disposal. -, el
nea s concentration standard (0.1, vy Analvsis Subporting This Propasal
ppm pentachlorophenate). The Agency - - - Anklys wi&:}};poﬂmgThmPropusal
?erfom}qd fiéld testing.on a dip tank " - m}: nﬁg&;ﬂtﬁe Agégmpg;:fi, R
famlion g e g o .yl
a chlorophenolic formulation ta a non=..
chlorophenolic formulation) by ..
gandblasting and found that. - ... . ool TEIR SO SIETIEOMEnT Ol ese
Chlorophonsit comtemimption 19 5, 3, 5) Oblalned axamples of proviois
acceptable leyels: This is the only, - - ncicens o environmenta. . Lo

method that Has been field tested by the : g::;:f’;ﬁshon

include actual waste and soil sam&ling;,!
©(2) Stu,c_lied.th.e:management.;of 19506 -

(known as daniage - -;

Agency. The Agency requests comment:. . (4) Performed a rigorousrisk -

and data on the effactiveness of other . -, - assessment which uses actual sampling
cleaning procedufés, e.g. steam . < . ", _and site data t6 miode] the effects of past
cleaning, etc. Another pollution’ - =" '~ ynd present contamiination and o, -
prevention option is the use of high = ‘ ; that :
velocity spray systems that generate - pose to human health and the. . = -
fower process residuals andless . gnyironment as & resultof - ., . ~ .
drippage. Again, however,asmall. . chlorophenolicuse: . . ...
production volume may not favor this = i
option sinca spray systems requirea
larger flow of wood through the system
to be economically or technically ‘
. feasibls, S s
._ Gther pollution prevention strategies
for use within the surface protection

Contamination =

“ *-‘The extent-of pentachlorgphénate - -
contamination ini plant process area.
-soils is well documented. The damage
*. -cases da not provide data on sediment

S &

1. -SAMPLE ANALYSIS T

accurhulate on wood; (2) blowing wood-

‘generators may consider recycling as the
., mext best option. Pollution prevention "

‘waste since they car reduce the amount. .
of hazardous waste generated. Recycling .

—of various surface protection sites which .

» ‘cont'amixg-éitivo‘xi‘in‘ nearby streams, but

they da support the mability propertyof

a"cﬁlqiopgéqolic-’\'f’(suéh'"a's“g‘»ﬂ R
pentachlorophbnate) toground and. » -+
. surface wiiters, Tenof the'2¥ damage '+

 casés showed on:site grourd-water .~ -
contaminition with-PCP above the HBL
of 0.001 ppm. Eleven of the' 21 plants.:
‘showed surface: water contamination. -
with PCP ut levels above the HBL;® -
B. Waste Characterizdtion and .. o

Constituents of Concern. - "

", 'Because the saiiipling sifes we
‘randomly selected, one cannot draw
‘accurate conclusions about all sawmills -+
‘from this small sampling population, '
However, the waste characterizatic
data obtairied from.the saimple ° S
: po&xlatigx,u ig’ appropriate and useful in

m

three waste stfeams encompassed by the
. proposed listing contain the following ..

* . proposed Appendix VIH constituents.of

congern: Pentachlorophenol,. © . "
tetrachlorophenol, total equivalence of .
2,3,7,8 substituted dibenzo-p-dioxins . -
(PCDDs) and fotal equivalence.of

2,3,7,8-substituted dibenzofurans . ...

“(PCDFs), Analysis of samples collected

- "at five plants show.that process area ' '~

residuals are not hazardous wastes. ' .
‘under the Toxicity Characteristic . .
Leachate Procedure (TCLP, 40 CFR ", ..
261:24). Anglysis of samples taken'dt: -

- these.five plants show'that . - - -7

( ~= .  contaminated storage yards (whié_h"-- o
estimate the risks thatthe contaminants. -

represeént the largest area.of a mill): -
.contain low levels of dioxin (at.or below
.1 ppb) and nen-detectable levels.of

- pentachlorophenate. Such dioxin - ../, .,

A, Recorded Incidents benvxro‘pmeqtgl; . Goncentrations are below concentrations

that would generally trigger a Superfund
clean-up (1 ppb). By.comparison, =~ . .
. process atea soils have been found to. -

! contain high levelsof dioxinand.very @
“ low té non-detectable levelsof -~ .~ .

pentachlorophenate.’. .

[ Westosteamdiodn < -l b o,
Procass sol] OAT iy o
s@d‘ﬂ}ﬁﬂudmn Kt A Ay - P . No WYS‘?;:’--:, .No W& 2) 0.97:
Tocompaia thess figures with the coresponding health based lavels (HBLS') for sach of the, constitents,
a HBL (pen to In Soll)s 9 ppm and & HBL{en tachlorophenate-in watei)= 0:001 ppm. For the'¢
:(mfﬁ"go;|).,qo ppb and aH '(d@p)&"nmewgm;)eo;ooooso" b, - Rerk pem. For,

2

. king a determination on the'waste ' - .. .
- itself, althouigh it may be of lirnited use_
' in ¢haracterizing the entire industry. All
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C. Health and. Ecblogzcal Effeets F e
1. Toxmlty of Consutuents ‘

A vanety of toxic effects vnth ST .
implications. for human health and the:

' environment have been associated with:

the chemical constituents found in-
. ‘chlorophenolic surface protection . -~
- ‘formulations. These constitaents - .
" include pentachlorephenol, 2,3:4,6-
- tetrachlorophenol, and other -
- chlorophenols, as well as numerous

. polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and

- polychlorinated dibenzofurans. -
_ Pentachlorophenoliis classifiedas a.
probable human carcinogen:based’ on:
sufficient evidence in laboratory-
animals, In additien, pentachlorophenol

. ~gxhibits non-cancer, pathological effects

‘on the liver and kidneys. 2,3,4,6~.

Tetrachlorophenol is a systemic toxicant
which also has adverse effects on the
liver and kidneys at low doses. Asa .
group, polychlorinated dibenzodioxins
and dibenzofurans exhibit a-wide range.

- of toxic effécts at exceptionally low.
doses. The most studied congener, _ .

© 2,37 8~tet1rachlorod1benzo~p-dmmn, is

: classxfied asd probable human | .

/7 ~

TABLE 1 ——HEALTH BASED LEVELS AND CHITER!A FOR CONSTITUENTS OF CQNCERN ’

‘v: orif there'is no MGCL, EPA uses an oral
 reference dose (RfD), an inhalation ;.
reference cencentration (RfC), and/or a

: ‘carcinogenic slopa factor (CSF) to derive
" neverified values exist, othar estimates

“.» - of RIDs, RICs, arid CSFs are-examined to« . .

‘carcinogen. ate;atogen, and an ;,: e

immunotoxin.

. . a /Human: heal‘thAcntena and eﬁ'ects
EPA uses health-based levels, or HBLs, : -
- -appreciable risk of deleterious effects-

as a meéns for evaluating levels of -
concern of toxic constituents in vanous ‘
media; In establishing HBLs, EPA-
evaluates a wide variety 6f health effects
data‘and existinig standards and criteria.
EPA uses any Maximum Contaminant
‘Level (MCL) promulgated under the. -
Safe Drinking Water Actas an HBL for -
- contaminants in water. For other medja,

the HBL, in conjunction with various -
© BXposure assumptxons and, for

-carcinogens; a.risk levelof concern. .The

risk level of concern may vary, but for
the purpose of deriving the health-based

- levels in the following discussion, the

risk is taken as 1076 (i.e., onein a -

mllhon) Agiven constituent may have‘ '
" an RiD, an RfC, and/or a CSF,

" depending on the variety-and nature of
the toxic effects exhibited. The RiDis-an

esumate (mth uncertamty spanmng

.perhaps an order of magmtude) of a.
- daily expiosure to the human -

population; including sensitive ‘
subgroups, that is likely to-be-witheut -

during a lifetimé. The CSFisan - -

 estimate of the upper bound confidence ,

limit of the lifetime risk of developmg

. cancer, per unit dose; which results-

from the application of a low-dose

. extrapolation procedure; When

available, EPA usés RfDs; RfCs,-and :
CSFs thét have been verified by the -

- Agency's Reference Dose/Refererice” -

* ‘Concentration (RfD/RfC) Work Group or
-CRAVE (Carcinogen Risk*Assessment . .
-Verification' Endeavor) Work Group If

determine if they are-appropriate foruse. -
in establishing HBLs. HBLs areintended -
to be protective of human health under .-
a wide variety of exposure conditiens. .

" ‘Health-based levels in water and soil," :
‘and the criteria used to establish: thern, I
- are-shownin Table 1 forthe. .. RS

constitaents of concern in’

'.chlorophenohc surface protectidn
B formu]atxons ! . ST

L Health based levels,
Water (mulL)
‘ :Pentachlorophenol ecanerereons i o.ooi v
‘ .2346—Tetrachlorophenol NENO 19 1 .} .0
" 23,78 Tcon ' - 0.00000003 o o.ooaooqoa 1.0, 4

Pentachlorophenol has an HBL in -
water of 0.001 mg/L, based on the MCL.

" For a person who drinks 2 liters of water
- in‘waterof 1 mg/L based on the RfD and .

. containing pentachlorophenate at theJ
HBL each day for 70°years, this, .~
corresponds to a risk of 31075, as

.derived from the CSF. The HBL at a risk
level of 10~% in soil is 8 ' mg/kg, based -
on the CSF and a soil ingestion rate of

" 200 mg/day in children {from oné year W eight and centrilobiilar hgartrophy

2 3,4,6~Tetrachlorophenol

of age to age six).* ‘Peptachlorophenol
_has been classified as'a B carcinogen '
© {i.e.,'a prebable human carcinogenjon;,’
‘the basxs of statistically significant
increases in the incidence of multxp‘,e_, :
‘ blologlcally sxgmficant tumar typesin
. miice, mcludmg hepatocellular ’
- carcinomas, malignant
" pheochromocytomas, and - G
" . hemangiosarcomas. Psthology of the e
liver. and kxdneys, other than ‘

. VThisj presumes that axposure assocmted wuh B
s 'mcidental soil Ingestion for individuals over six~
“years old is low relative to cliildhood exposure,

,carcmomas and sarcomas, has been
" reported in rats.

- evaluated for carci

' has'an HBL in-water of 30 pg/L {or

 parts per quadnlhon), based on the -
- MCL For a person wha drinks 2 liters '
‘of water'containing PCDDs and PCDFs .

* tetrachlozodi
C compounds A maior objective oﬂhe reassessmen!

2,3,4,6-Tetrdchlorophenol hds an HBL

a drinking water mgestxon rateof 2L/ -
day. The HBL in soil is 2000 mg/kg,"

" based on the RfD'and a soil ingestion:

rate in children of 200 mg/day. In
laboratory studies, rats exhibited
significant increases in liver and kidney

snotbeen
enicity. . . ;

2,3,7.8-Tetrachlorc 1benzo—p-dmx1n :

at the HBL (in terms 0f 2,3,7 a-TCDD
toxicity. equivalent) each day for70 :
years; this correspondsto a riskof =

T 1x10™ 4, as derived from the CSF 2 'I'he C

" 2EPA iacumnlly oonduchns&scienmm o ;
reassaumemoftherisksofexgmumtozas’a- .
bonzo-p-dioxin arid related ;

o MCL is al S0 consxstent w1th the oral RfD

for'2,3,7,8-TCDD, again assuming ah
-intake rate 2 L/day 3 The'HBL at a risk -
level of 10~5in soil is 7 ng/kglor7
parts per tnlhon), based onthe CSF and
a soil ingestion rate of 200 mg/day in .
children {from one year of age to age.
six). 2,3,7,.8-TCDD has been
demonstrated to be a potent carcmogen

:m animals and has bean classxfied asa.

-.is.the developmemof a bi,glogically based ﬁose-

response mudel to reﬂect significant, advances that *

‘haveboen mdde in understanding the mechanisms’
‘of dmxin toxxcny Health assessménf and axposura Coe
’ dssessment documents-are bemg ‘updated and -

" révised. This will be followsd by a public Teview
*+ process; which will also involve EPA’s Science

Advisory Bu\ard (57 FR 37158). Cotnpletion of this - -

L - review process is anticipated to-occurin mid-19937

3 Although the oral RID for 2,3,7,8-TCDD has been
withdrawn by the Agency’s Office of Research and

Development pending completion of the
° reassessment of the health effects of dioxins and .
‘related compotinids, until such time as a. revised RID
- for non-cancer effects is established, the Agency
. ‘belisves that the withdrawn RiD continues to be a ) E T

useful toxicological bhenchmark.
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B; carcinegesu$ Hapabcdhﬂm : hexachlo kashtmn_ . moleculm.am»omnpmd-hy; ch.lenmex
carcinomasamicamnnmei&e . ‘shown tobe carcmogenic i y. atoms are much more bmlogically active
e a1 E M&}m wi3ag - . thanthenon 25 ma: s '
ave LS comggmersis, - . congeners. mmhammw.,themh{me
HepatoceHular carcirpmag: hsvaals& ‘ class:ﬁe&mB;;mmagwmha&ad -on 8: poém -ofithe s congeners:is
besn obsmchinm Inadidition, ehmmeexpesum smdy inwhich, . . gmuy;mm m«mnsen&poinh
a widerveriely oﬁo&hmeﬁae:ts.. .chemved inthe inmdem:n af . generally orcur i the.envirenment asm
Teratagenesis has been:abserved,, hepatcallilar carcinomas:in. mm&and complex mixturs; it 5 appropiate:tm -
includinganch fmnkeﬁ'ac!s«a&chﬁ. ’raﬁa.Othars yraptoms efi“dioxia. < . consider them as 8 growp and:to dbam
palate andkydrenephrotic kidnays.in toxieity,” sucls as: ggnameezghb,lm conclusions-about feir toxicity as,
mice-and. nternal: ergam hamongpin - anditoxix: hapatins. wersalse oup-of compounds withe mlete&
rats, Severesrepraductive effchs (@.g. ‘Howeves, a.much larger body ofdam g;‘feg:g "Phese observation ﬂi@ o
sPomanmnsn:go:tJen). bave hean found = isavailahla fram bothshort-term. in vivo basic £ ﬁim;%t L'V m‘;rm}m .
in monkeys.. Suppression of immune. - and a visisty of in vitrer studies cavering fasn for the: G’*Wai equ:h& lency:
system- function hes.heen reportedin .- - a wide variety,of end paints (a.g.,.  factor” concept i whick: 5
muorkeys, mice, and atter, .developmastel toxicity, cell ‘ concentration af & given PCOD erPEDF
Other palychlorinated dis&adiuxm transforination, and enzyme indsction} congenercan be translated into am -
(PEDD).and polychiarinated which can be used td sépplement the .-~ equivalent concentration 0f 2,3,7,8- . .
dibenzofucan (PCDF] cnngensmd:.ﬁ’at in. compamtive lack of lang-fermin viva =~ TCDE: A subgroupofthe North Atlantie
“the numbez and positien of chloring . resulis. This information revealsa ~ . Treaty Otganization Committes on the
atoms they contain.. Ofthe Iimited. :stmng structure-activity relationship.. *~ Challenges of Modern Society (NATOY
number of congeners that have besn. pecifically, congeners ia whic the CCH4S) has approved in principle the
adequatsely tested, anly a:mixturs eff lateral‘z 3,.7,.and 8. pasitions on the. adoption of the TEFs for the 2,3,7,8- ' :,
.2,3,6,2,8:-:1111 12,3289 - dlhanzadioxmand’ enznﬁmm ‘ subsntuted‘ ﬂ:onganers ‘fist’ed’ m Thbi&z -
mnE z-fﬂmm Eomwmeum Fms (zTEFs; mscmm AND PCDF Cmmsemsm, P .
- Dibenzodiaxint k TEF & . leenzofuran . L TEF
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin } .1+ |28,78-Tetrachiorodibenzofuran ... 0.1
1.2. ,7 B-Pentach!orodnbonmdlm ;s . & ! 1,2.3,Z, 8 Fantachiomdianeafiram 0.05.
2,3,4,2,8-Ponl ‘ 0.5 | 2,3,4,7,8-Pantachiorodibenzofuran. 0.8
2.3 7,8-Hexachlorodibanpcrpedioxing . &t - §E3P8-Hexachicrodibanzoiurans 0.1
2,3,7,8-Hep - 0:0% | 2.3,7,8-Hzplashloredibenzofurans 0.01
Octachioredibenzep-dicidn: - Q001 | Octachloradibenzofuran . 0.001 -

Source: LLS. Environmental

o- to- tho- Interim:

for Estimating. Rishs Associated with: EXposures. to‘

Protection: Ageney. 1980- Lipdate- Proceduros-
Mixtures of Chlorinated D&mnzo-p-Dioxins and:-Dnbonzoﬁuaus (CDDs and CDFs)'.Washimgion. D.C.-Risk Assessment r‘orum; hﬁarch; 1989.

: Other: consnments foundin )
chlorophenolic surface protection
formulations-inglude: 2,4,5- .
trichlorophapal and. Z,4,6- .
trichlorophenol. 2 ﬁ&-TmhhxnphenoL :
which has s RfD of 0.1 mg{kg/day, has
bean. obsaived ta cause.mild diuresis
and slight degenerative changes iz the
liver and Ridnsys in a subchronit oral
studyin rats. 2,4,6-Xrichloroplenal,
which has bgc;n cl'asszﬁeél"as aBy "

carcinoggrr, fas a CSFof0.01T tmgfkeg’ .
day}™% 2.4,6-TrickTorophrenol has Beerr
shown to cause an increase in .
lymphomas and leukemias in rafs and:
hepatacellular earcinomas in mics.. .
Hawaever, both these: cnmponnd&m :
found: at relatively lows smeantmhms
in surface protection ﬁcmuh&xms;
when presest st all :

b. Constituents proposed. for addition:

' ta.apgendix.'VIII.A.mmher uEtTm.

4Howuover; nmd’rphmﬁﬂod ep!dmﬁr!ogﬁzl’
studios ofoccuputfonaily-exposed frdixidhal
mporﬂmistﬁmn’y:f M&mbma&lﬂy
&mboﬂi-mngmcorand' [maif otfiercareers: .

’

consntuents of concerr that are praszm

. in wastes generated from wood surface

protection. processes.with cb
do not appear on the list of bazazdeous.
comstitnentsiat. 40 CFR park 261,

. appémdix VIIL Fha Agency is'propesing .

to add smhswdau.s,eoasmuams.w: ,

. appendix.VBE Sodium. -

pentachlorgphanate, potassiaumn. )
pentachlomghanate the sadinm salt. a£

 23,4,6-tetrachlosophenal, the potassium

aalheﬁz 34&-tsmra¢hlmphem.. ‘

"’ Sodium matpumm
pentachloroplenate are-the. sodmm;and
- potassiim: seitsiof pem:ach:!zempbennk

" "As a result of gastric secretions

ey

following ingestion; the sediun and-

.potassiuarr salts-of panmcmmopliem!l

and! Z,3,4,6-4¢

sivachiorophenal
. readﬂy cenuetedito iheone&pondmg

. .
. Trea

' combi.ned‘, EPA is c\manﬂ?malhnﬁh'g tﬁesasmdies
as part ormﬁmmwmmuzamhm

phenals byacmrﬁmtwﬂ Therefars. the

sodium and potassium salts are : ‘
expected te elicit.the same health effects
asthe comresponding phenols. For this. -
redson, EPA piopeses fo add these four..
compounds to'the Jist.of hazardous
_constituents in appendix VIl
- The othertwa eompounds pmposed
for. additian to appendix VIIT, _
OCDF, afe members of the. larga family .
_of polychforinated dioxins and furabs -
(PEDDs and PCHTsY. Certainr of these -
compounds, most nutgbly, 2,3,7,8-
TCDD; have boen shown to'be
extraordinarily toxic; as discassed Y
. elsewlvere fir today's matice. EPA’s: Rqsk '
- Assessment Forany has evaluated - * -
toxieity data for merry chlorinated -
dibenze p-dioxing snd diienzefuransiv -

_order to estabskist intevim: mcédfmes»m .

estimating risks, A7 AR
‘ exposures ta mimmmaﬁ thasm -

A
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compounds.® These data indicate that
2,3,7,8-substituted congeners of '
chlorinated dibenzo- -p-dioxin and
dibenzofurans have toxic effects similar
to 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodiberzo-p-dioxin.
Data available from in vive and in vitro
studies reveal a strong structure-activity
relationship; in which the 2,3,7,8-
substituted congeners are much more
biologically active then other congeners.
Both OCDD end OCDF are 2,3,7,8-
substituted congeners. The data also
show that the relative responses of
different PCDDs and PCDFs are
generally consistent across a variety of
toxicity end points.

In regard to OCDD spec1ﬁcally, test
animals exhibited initial signs of -
“dioxin toxicity” in a subchronic study
of mice exposed to OCDD at low levels.®
These data suggest that when exposed
for long periods, animals absorb and
accumulate sufficient amounts of OCDD
to manifest dioxin-like effects. ‘
Furthermore, rat hepatoma data from in
vitro studies demonstrate a form of
enzyme induction for OCDD that is
characteristic of dioxins. Structure-
activity relationships suggest that
similar effacts woufd be expected for
OCDF (although no confirmatory
sxperimental data are available}.
Therefore, EPA has concluded that there
is sufficient evidence to show that
octachlorodibenzo-p-diexin {OCDD) and
octachlorodibenzofuran {OCDF) are
hazardous constituents which should be
added to appendix VHI of 40 CFR part -
261. The Agency specifically solicits - -
commerit on'the addition of OCDD and
OCDF as hazardous constltuents to
appendix VIIL, * - - -

c. Potential human exposure
pathways. Human exposure to the
hazardous constituents found in wastés
gensrated by the use of chlorophenols
for surface protection can occur by a
wide variety of pathways. These

pathways are identified by the nature of

the release of the contaminants into the
environment, the subsequerit fate and
transport within the environment -
(which depends on the physical,
chemical, and biological properties of
the hazardous constituents), and the
routes of human exposure to
contaminated meédia. The primary
media of concern are soils, ground,

81).S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1989

Update to the Interim Procedures for Estimating
- Risks Associated with Exposures to Mixtures of

Chlorinated Dibenzo-p-Dioxins and -Dibenzofurans
(CDDs and CDFs). Washington, DC: Risk
Assessment Forum, March, 1989. EPA/625/3-89/
016.

®Couture, L.A., M.R. Elwell and L.S. Blmbaum
Dioxin-like effects.observed in male rats following
exposure to octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin {OCDD) -
during a 13 week study. Toxicology and Applied
Pharmacology, Vol. 93, pp 3146, 1988,

water, surface water, and air, However,
biological media (sucH as fish and

“shellfish, beef and dairy products, and

food crops) may also act-as significant
reservoirs of contamination from which
dietary expasures can occur. The major
routes of human exposure are ingestion,
inhalation, and dermal absorption. Fate
and transport processes include
sorption onto soils, infiltration to
ground water, runoff to surface water,
soil.erosion to rivers and streams,
suspension of soil and dust particles in
air, volatilization, translocation and
deposition to plants,and =~
bioaccumulation in aquatic and
terrestrial organisms. Processes whxch
can lead to changes in the chemical
identity of the constituents include
photolysis, hydrolysis, micrabial
degradation, and biclogical melabchsm
within the food chain. :

A major source of contamination at"’
sawmills is drippage of excess
formulation from treated wood. This can
occur directly onto bare soils or onto a
pad {on which the equipment is
supported) from which infiltration or
runoff occurs. Another significant
source is prempxtatlon wash-off from
treated lumber in storage yards, which
can run off to surface waters, infiltrate
into ground water, or be retained in the
soil column.

Of the many possible human exposure

pathways, the Agency has focused its

assessment on three principle pathways.
for which data are available, These
pathways are: direct ingestion of
contaminated soil; infiltration to ground
water and ingestion as drinking water,
and soil erosion followed b
bioaccumulation in fish and shellfish
and subsequent dietary ingestion. The

" Agency’s assessment of riskto human

health via these three pathways is
discussed elsewhere in today’s niotice.
d. Ecological effects. At one time
pentachlorophenol was one of the most
widely used biocides in the United
States, having been registered for use-as
an insecticide, fungicide, mollusmcxde,
herbicide, algicide, and generel
disinfectant. Therefore, it is not
surprising that pentachlorophsenol has
also been found to causa a variety of
ecological effects. Even at relatively low
concentrations, pentachlorophenol has
been shown to be extremely toxic to
aquatic life. Among species of fish,
salmonoids appear to be the most

sensitive, commonly having LCs values

below 100 pg/L.” However, some non-
salmonoid species of fish also display.
LCso values in this range. Although -

pentachlorophenol does not appear to

7LCso is the concentration in water at which 50
percent mortality is observed in the species test.

bmaccumulate in aquatlc orgamsms, .
there is some evidence that cértain of 1ts
metabolites may bioaccumulate. EPA
has established ambient water quality.
criteria for pentachlorophenol for the -
protection of freshwater aquatic
organisms, as a function o pH. Ata
surface water pH of 6.8, the criterion is -

- -5 ug/L, measured as a four-day average.

At lower pH’s, the ambient water
quality criteria are somewhat lower.
However, these criteria may notbe' .
protective of the most sensitive species,
e.8., juvenile salmonoids, for which '

'

lower criteria may be appropriate.8

Because process wastewaters, -
excluding material storage yard runoff
(see 40 CFR 429.11(c)); are prohibited
from being discharged directly by the
effluent guideline regulations for the
sawmill portion of the timber products
industry (40 CFR part 429),
contamination of surface waters with
pentachlorophenol from sawmills is
expected. to occur only from stormwater -
run-off. Considerable dilution occurs in
water courses during rain events,
thereby minimizing the possibility that
concentrations of pentachlorophenol
could be high enough to be harmful to
aquatic life. Therefore, EPA does not
believe that surface protection ’
operations pose a significant risk to
aquatic ecosystems, if transfer of
chlorophenolics to.the soiland
groundwater is prevented, in the
absence of unlawful discharge.of -

_.chlorophenolic surface protecuon
formulations.

Pentachlorophenol is also tox1c to |
terrestrial animals and plants. It has
been used as & nonspecific herbicide,
defoliant, and crop desiccant and
therefore exhibits toxic effects in many
species of plants. Pentachlorophenol

- has been. reported to be-poiscnous to a

variety of domestic animals, including
cats, horses, pigs, and poultry. Wildlife
have also been killed by the use of .
pentachlorophenol as a pesticide.

Less information is available on the .
toxicity of 2,3,4 ,6-tetrachlorophenol in .

the environment, Although it has not

been tested in salmonoid species of fish,
it is acutely toxic to bluegill, having an
LCso slightly above 100 tig/L. 2,3,4,6-
Tetrachlcyrophenol has also been shown

to be acutely toxic to certain species of .
‘zooplankton at sub-part per million

leveis. -
© 2,3,7,8- Tetrachlorodlbenzo-p-dmnn
is extremely toxic to mammals, birds,

- and fish. Exposure to 2,3,7,8-TCDD has
‘been’ assc»cxated wnh acute and de]ayed

8U.S. Eavi 1romnentel Protection Agency. Ambxent‘ )
Water Quality Criteria for Pentachlorophenol—
1986. Washington, DC: Office of Water Regulations -
and Standards. September. 1986. EPA—440/5—85—
009 P
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mnrtuiim&tﬁm:in
t!'mmvgmfe

' .,histogatfxafagxb' ‘ad immrmotoxic -
eff&cn‘ﬁtxvarfatyoimﬂmaﬂapﬁm
Alth offacts: m-

general tgu rfor- 23,78 .
eﬂ&cﬁs‘uﬁ dionim and

cxmgunm are probab
dbl'emﬁnacf'ﬁy-ssmxctmucﬁtﬁy
relationship simifartothe omas: -
elucidated for effbcts mr&ummlmai&
Acute aralitoxicity studfes-involying
2‘3.78~TCDIImtTicateﬂiat LDy, values
for certainm wildlife arg es lsweas,
or lower them, those of somre Teboratory
animals.>® For example, the LD, value .
fox bobwhiite quail'is 5 -wiiereas:
fﬁr domeshft; chickens.gl;kvmzagexﬁbm
a rangg.of Z5.to 5Cngrkg, At lower
doses, below 10 ugfkg, domestic:
chickens exfiibit.signs ofichick-edbmm .
dissase and Jiver patialogy..2,3,7.8-
TCDD is.also associated with poor
reproduction in herring gnlis. E@Tmﬁ
thinning.appears.to Be tiis.most
common. reproguctive efféct in aviam
specins, Acufs effects in aquatic. .~ -
sms shaw an tnusual pattam of
d yed responss, whereby acute.efﬁacts
show a.similarity to chronic-effects.. -
Among aquatic arganisms,. fishappear
to ba.the.mnst.sensﬂiva t0'2,3,7,5-TCOD.
For oxempls, the ECsq valie for rainbow
trg}it‘ 1'1191?3. meshmamd‘ Ito'bahan;v 4.
P most commonly reporte
nonlethal effect in-fish js growth -
retardatiorr of yolk sac fry.. C
-2,3,7,8-TCDD hias been showa to. .
bioaccumulate, in.tha.foadcﬁafn.

)

TABLE 3 -—RESOURCE DAMAGE LWDENT ME.DIP» @H@ENTRATIONS

.. 33,7, 8-FCDE lias-boerh shewn to:be: -
: . bioadeummulated jivthe: mﬁummﬂq;m

. adlusmmﬁsrunceﬂmwhuﬁ& K

" the relatively snrall areas of

'I‘herel"uteem aqmﬁ!rspwmdm

e . highes@eemmﬁmmdtmw

E mna

Mmmﬁadm&m
preditors. hntwrasmhiispucxm

facter-af three elutive tothe -
concentration i seill mmmm

. BXPOSUTES-ars:¢ i Yerrestoial . -
specieg-whese diet incTudes. a lerge. .
propertion-of earthwarms (&g, robins, -
woodcocks; and strews). As part of am

- ecologicel' assessment of therisks: -

associated with:the Fmd dispasetiof .
pulp and papersfudge 56 FR* 21‘8!!2’};
EPA conchuded that fevels of 23,78
TCPOPFin soil as fow as 3: parts per

“trillion couli? causa'ad’wersa‘eﬁbmte

terrestriabwildlife (et including

uirderlyingtoxicity data); Beeause: Fowsls
of 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity egquivalents: i
sawmill sofls are well ebuve these .
levels, some adverse effects on :
terrestrial wildlife may occur: Fi’mvever,

contamimated: soils:at sawmills could’

* mitfgate these affects. Furtlfermore,

sigmﬁ'cant effects on wildlife
o%k atlons would appearto be;

The same assessment found
mmnnal nsk.t’o aquatic organisnis ﬁ'om
sm]-off’ of'2;3,7,8-TCODr contarmnatbd‘

s.‘ .

2. mmmmmmgez Mm'dem‘s.

EPA has.assambi'ad‘ a suﬁsmmaf Buay
of mﬁmnatmn on envirammental
contamxhatfon‘ dt sawmrﬁ ﬁicxlfﬁus

'sitsm are. mmmanmidum’]i’dﬂa &m‘

asmmnd:mﬂi ﬂmmaﬁ o
. chloroplerels fur the sunﬁampmmctm
of woodi EPAabtahmdmdnaﬁxm

emnmtmrmmf&i Qxalﬁty.

Depeartrivent!
the-ChBfornic Department of Toxic: .
- Substances: Chrtral; and@alﬁbmmfs

" Regional Water Quality Corniticl Boards:
To supplemett tie- information fony - -
Otegovi and California; EPA conducted
a search of the'apen li?ex;ature and: ‘
searched its own CERCEIS data Base. .
CERCLIS. iz EFA’s.central repository of
information.on. Supe::ﬁmd.sﬂe ‘

* assessments, 6MOrgency l:emmzﬂs, ami :

sita/remediation. activities, ™
a. Conterninated medis. Mknggthmt;

. EP#kas obteined information: o levels. -
. of medix contemination for ZL sawnmll -
. facilies’ The

prependerance of the-data
are forpentm:ﬁlempﬁmel‘ ad 2,3,4,6~
tetrachioroplhrenct inground water, -
soils, and surface water,"—& small”

‘amount of data arealso available for .
" PCDD5 and BCDTS in soils, exprassed‘aw
© 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity equivalents - -

(TEQI The.data an.soils repxesantsoﬂ
in the immediate vicinity of the process
area where waod. was. being, treated with
chlorophensls.as had formerly been.

{traated, The surface, waten da&ggn@saﬂxy -

reprosaut waley in drainags ditches,
catchmenttbasing, or other copveyances .

" ‘on-sites. Thase date, precented: ae.the:

mngaaﬂﬂmmmmmmmdz

S‘ﬂrtas&wates

Moadia = Groundiwatar . L : l?messassﬂ '
Constituant el | iy | M o | oo | M :‘m‘“‘m* (;“ ) -k
B xS r«om 45 - | 1&l<@. - | sne00 7)emz R r ey
2,3,4,6-Tetechbrophenol- b et 7fcoee owwsea b wlen Tih o wn )l
2.3.7,8-TCOTTER ... ~hada N/A ofooos  f " ats alwa L owa [

ool

N=numbar, of facilities. with data.avalialia,
N/Kx=datk not-avaliatie,

Gnty vam»m«mmmm Based lGvels are given

As skmvmim'ﬂabieua\, Lo
pontrchlropherol hewhean found:
abvoke. hesltin based Javels: in'gronad: - -
water, surficewaber;. arnd soils. Qfthe 14
facilities with ground water data, 10
f&cﬁxtxes.sﬁevrlbval’sﬁbava‘thevmm. of

> oEfxlor; Rt Dioxin Hazardy of Pish, Wﬂdﬁib am!
Trvartobeatesr A $ymoptio Aaview: UIS: Fish and: -
Wildlifo Services, 1988. Biologicat Repart 85,

”wwhthadm(mnexmﬂhbadyrwa!ghnhnis)
at M@mﬁmﬂm ohmdih ﬁmz
spociertegtedl. -

12EPA siso searcited mmmmunnmd
advisories on the consumption of fish and shellffsh

.MCI'.‘..In.afIdnmn,meamu:amemsof

0.081 mglLAI[lI fiacxI‘ntms with airsite
surface water data have. Tewels.abave the

pentachlanaphenolat ane. facility shows
‘levels:afi 50 mg/L.in water being

. dlschmd fmm.an mdergram&saep

.
wlﬂulnlssmnintainndxby mrs Office aéwmmm
spacialforam of.lh&ﬁnnmlnkﬁanmednfnnnﬂinn.
Excliange Camputer Bulletin Board System (NPS
BBS). - Although 120 Bans and adéisoriey for diuxins
wero {ientiffed; nonn-cuulﬁ-ﬂe\umébutetr -
specifically to discharges from sawmills,
’"&nﬂmmmh;mmﬁumxmmhhmﬁm ate
anmmesuﬂinunmdspmwm‘mm.ai'z.am&

: Process.area. i
‘Table 3, of five facilities for which '

.into surﬁica watars Thxs (Iischargg is '

believed tnﬁavazenamated‘ inthe "
not, shownm

surface.water data argavailable offsite,’ v
in. atammamdzmm fannshaw: .. -

tet:achl’om;ahanal:am msmd.and.wpom&mma‘ )

carvasponding:phenals. )
13EPA’s own mampling and analysis data, whinh;

'mdimaaﬂ.ei.mm;mmmdu s,noﬁcn. mnut
. imﬂudédii’n.’l’ahifm&. :

d
7/




*_ resource damage incidents ave limited e

- . subl

g

Mﬂgﬂerf?n‘l S8, Nn.?ﬂl'i‘uusday, Apiil 27, ms/mpnsadwes

pentachlnmlimmi M above Rhs

Mpmmm}mmwmm exhilmad mtmxgmhmm
-MUL; thess data range fom 8.03 mg/l. Earts mmmuudﬁhohahh hvmimao.mchmgahldnfzm
"to()lmgll.,hmh,ofuﬁulﬂmm ased level for ... permitlion two months afler he.
~ soildets, 16 focilities show . - - . b Discussann.mdwahd' L di This study; wlmi:mmtms
. pentmchinropheso] lovels ahove the . . - pentachlc . Mdﬂbﬂmhennlsmmdaly ,
ho&khmdﬂpvddsmm&m “tetseckhd omkm“dMs ima mmensysmms,
| shown in e table ere date - inconteminated media ot sawmaill .. suggnstssﬂull pimmiscaniw
. -subsurface soils, ie.,soils ba}nwdaout facilities frogueritly rench loveli of '~ accumuieied o-lgamms -
sxxnlzdns{m;gmhm.ﬂfn@& : %%hmedmmwmﬂmn g thnnqghﬂa;e»fmd
facilitieswvith avpilable, geven . . .~ obtai :ﬁnmmmedemtgeinmdam

.. show levells u.subsuisce soils above .. . reports,'* Pentachiorophenol as, %h}]\sses;mm%n;hskm Usage °f
mmmmmmw - commenly been found at levelsaf . warorophemphc fonmuiations:

. -from: Qomhmmmg&g.idme congem scross ell media{withthe 'mwms(ruma damagainadams

- than 15 years after nsags of - exception of air). Compared 4o " discussed in the previous.secticn -

- chlorophenols ended:atmﬁmhty paﬁxch&wcgﬁi,m&.& S demonsirats thet soil, ground-water, and
petachicrophimo] lewels stifl exeped tetrachiarop tonds tobe foumd st  surface waler resoices st sawmill - :
theihméthhmﬂievah&n%mm similar lovels across the seme medin. fmhmmw due to.an-
. as six fosf. -  Hoewewer, given that the mhm " site pentarnination b lmmrdmis o

' 'zl‘hedamngainc&dmtdntn&mﬂml. healthbmdkvekuembnhﬁmﬂy mnsmuaxﬂs&mdi{ar ic -
in none of the seven cases ferwhich - higher, 2,3.4,6-tetrachioraphend is smf&oepm&edzamfmzmﬂatmns. .

.. groumd-avater Mammhhie,do&a -genevally of legsar concan 23 &k}bongh However, in the centext of aon- . 5,
lovels for 23,456 7 the sodiue and potassiam salis «if thess  occupatienial exposires, thess damages

. exceed the dMCL of 11@!&..3&@3;0@ mpmmdsmhglﬂy amobile in water, pose a threat io public health onlyif the -
case out of zight do dewels fnsurfaoe - - the data shiw thet : the. contamination migrates off-sile or if on-
water gavsite sxoeed the MCL, aud only cessatlmnfwdchhmphmeﬂsh | S8 8XPASUNe DGCUTS 86 A Gonsequente af

. by a small amount. Althsugh not shown - surfave pirotectipn, significant devels can
~ in Table 3, nf foar coses withsurface hamhmadmsoﬂshimp&ndsni
- water data off-site, im stoeems snd rivers, tea yeans or saone.-However, the degree
none shiry jevels shove the MCL. ofmmmmmﬂnppmmbail@ﬂy
However, measorements of 2,3,4.6- s1te-spemﬁc. inadduio-.
" tetrachlarophenod takem e one Sarifity -
show levels of 340 mag/L in mhing

discharged fram en undargromnad hiodegrade. The rete at which
mmmn&nem:rx.nd:mgewhc is bmi@ndmamﬂgmtsmsmls
believed o have ariginated in 1 osabeexpected 1o be highly mﬁe.
* penoess amee.. In soils; of 43 cases fcr depending on Iocalenvirenmen
whmhdﬁnamm&abia. nnlyﬁnse conditions. Ia contrast, ansmd
~ show:2,3.4,6-4strach lowels’  PCDFs bind strongly 4o s0ils sad are

. abovethe hoadth based leval anDBmg/ quite resistant o ! ‘
kg. Althongh not shown ia Tsble 3, of - ‘indicating that these compoundsm -bo
‘fivie cases for which suhsmfaaesdd&ta expécted topeesiat at Jeveis of concern
are available, naly oae isabeve the for inng periods of time, Neverthsisss, v

health based lovel. Natewoerthy abot - these appeartoexhibit -
. this pane is that the smepe, for which -some mobility in the environment, as -
~ avalud of 4800 myp/ig ks reported, was. - ‘evidenced b measurements of aleveted.
" tokemsixyears aflarasygeof . . - lewelsin st udaph%aﬂxmaﬁntm
-chlorophensls ended at the site. " more and by both on-site end off-sive

. D&hm%ﬂ&mﬂﬂﬂbﬁm% mmwmntsafeiewmad tevelsin .

*EPA ha lisitod cliveck svidenco'of
damqgetamym{r?im:lhzmbn ot .
T attributed specifically to the usage of

surface

soils im the yrecess zova. Df the three |
. cases or which data are available, all
excoed the koalth based levelof .. ..

0.000007-myg/kg {7 parts por trillios) by~ chlorophenals for pmtactmn
three orders of magnitude or more. In One Smduhsmdy
.-addition, as paitaf its swn m.mgﬂ extensive fish kill associated wnh x.ha
and analysis actiwitins, ZPA hes - .dxsdmga}nmaﬂmnimda -
' ‘acqmmddanunmmmin - chlorophenal solutioa from a sewmill
- subsurfare process sbils ot two Sites-and  surface pmtmﬁmn wpasation, Two ws&s
in stream and drsinage ditch sediraents - follewing this incident, Bsh collected
8t Sour sitas. These daia are not iscluded six kilomaters downstream exhibited .
xnmbstm“mm&m hverhssmmcantmﬁmsniﬁpm:tspex
- in today no'tme“ﬂ’m datagh - - 7. million total chlorephenols. Fish < - -
prixcess »oils, which mngs . mllemed 15 kﬂummdﬂw.nshmm
from om n@f‘ksim patspar .

e This sonctusiorfs caraborated mpahy.

o0, £290: V W .+ EPA'swars. sompiing aeud Mﬂsmﬁmd

. tnlrhon) mmmmmd

. ieve!smmhe xcee ﬂﬂm! l&sﬁf dmmm‘m

wm&mmmmsfs

. United States and

- Although

ac}ungamhndm'l‘oaddlmsﬁmm oL

- scenarias, EPA perfarmed a misk -

assessman {0 wpuentify the mmtml
' risks to human heallh. This-assessment.

:smis,l

.. focases on risk sssociated with ex
. to contaminated ground water

and risk asseciated with dietary

. exposures from fish and shellfish

ingestion due to their uplake of
-contaminaied surface water sediman!s
a. Souice chamcﬂmmﬂan.ﬂ’&

. . ‘estimates that approximately 3200

‘satermills are currently opemtmgmﬁ:s

ﬂmrappmxmato}
one-third of: these: surface a&aﬁ.EgA

. b&hem that of the sawmi] is that surface

pratect, nearly all have. ased .

~chlorophenols at same time. An |
- unknown number of additionat -

sawmills that do not cumently surface-
protectxmyhvedmsoin thepast
using chlorophenals. -

a number of wastes are
generated Ly suniace protectien

-operations, the'most inpportant in. &ez:ms
- of potential lmmaneagaawem '

drippaga of axcess farmulation in the -

- process ared and; meah—oﬂl'
: mthestmqgeyand ‘These ars by far the

hxgheﬂvohmwaﬂasgmmwdat .
sawmdl&scdmrbevdmenfms&e
" is a major factor in determiining the
pommm:kmhamnbnkh.&mass« ,
wmmwibaﬁm o
fmqaemiym of directlyonto..
unprotectec soils. Precessarwe sad. -
slawage yard seils that beceme -

~contaxmmﬂasawmko£dnpmgemd
! "-mshﬂﬁwmbmﬂsad&mﬂ .
-sourcesofy\nmnai expasmzes.

&me«l’mdm

s generatad ‘whenever excess -

. .~formudation drips from the wood Gaoe it - - -
::.has beven treated, Although tlm drippqge
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roxirately 7-mg/Li.

may be tollected.and returned-to the' « - S;sf'cent."hr 4000parts pel: millionA? For WHichd&ap A
process, typically there islittle orno -  --thepurposs of characterizing the- .. :  represents:the average concentration in
offoctive collection system. Indip tank “incremental risk associated with-th the wash-off over seyeral cycles-of- .- .

- precipitation-and subsequent drying. -
For the purpose of characterizing the
incremental risk associated with cross- -
contamination of nofi-chlorophenolic. .-
formulations, the Agency reduced this. =

- concentration by the same factor that -
the concentration in.drippage was -
reduced, as described above. The - .
Agency requests comment on whether .

 this approach is.appropriateand .
.reguests‘ additional data to-assistin .. .
refining this estimate. T
- 3..Process area and storage yard soils..
.For the purpaose of cheracterizing risk:...
related to soil contamination, EPA ..
_collected soil samplés from the process-
area-and storage yard at five sawmill .
facilities, one of which was a current " -
user of chlorophenolics: Each sample
was collected by a six inch auger . . -
inserted to a depth of sixinches.In - -
order to collett representative samples

_of the areas of soilpccntamination, a
téam consisting of a hydrogeologist and
chemical engineer made a careful ~ . -

* "assessment of the sampling locations., ~

- "The samples were analyzed for PCDDs .

and PCDFs.*® The samplingand =~
. analysis results demonstratethe =~
_présence of PCDDs and PCDFs in both -
the process area and storage yard. The. -." -
concentrations of the storage yard .. "
.- samples collected by EPA, which:range
‘from 0.014ug/kg (parts per billion)to -

. cross-contamination of non- - -
chlorophenelic formulations, the-
Agency is assuming based on'its record. -
samplingthat the residual concentration
of chlorophenols in the drippage is -

oporations, the amount of drippage - -
generated depends on the length-of time
the lumber is allowed to drain over the
tank before it is transferred from the
process area. Process drippage may drip -
directly onto soils in the vicinity of the - - approximately 3 parts per million. This
. tank or onto a concrete pad ffom which. ‘- estimate is based on'sampling end-
runoff occurs. The runoff may . . aralysisdata onlevelsinthe
subsequently infiltrate into the ™ formulation of users of non-. -~ "~ . -
subsurface environment or be-conveyed - chlorophenolics who previously used |
to surface waters. w2 .. -chlorophenols, oo .
i, ..2: Storage yard wash-off. Wash-off is -
-generated whenever precipitation .- ..
.contacts treated wood. Although this .-
can occur anywhere that treated wood is.
-handled cutdoors, most wash-off is
. -gonsrated at sawmills in uncovered
 storage yards. While generated only
intermittently, these wastes are high in
volumie. The volume generated depends
. on the size of the storage yard and the .
amount of rainfall. However, the .
concentrations of waste constituents in
wagh-off are relatively low compared to
. the concentrations in process drippage. -
_ Although storage yards may be paved

Based on drippage measuremsents -
made during a field experiment; EPA.-.
estimates that the amount of drippage
gonerated is betweent 1000 and 4000 * .
gallons for every one million bioard feet.
of treated lumber, This compares to an
estimate of approximately 10,000 -
gallons of formulation used per million -
board feet of lumber treated.?® , ..
Measurements of the amount absorbed
by the wood vary widely. However, EPA
belleves that absorption accounts forno.
more than about 1500 gellons per
million board feet: Based on these
figures, the drippage and absorption . - ‘
combined do not appear to account for - with asphalt, more typically they are
the amount of formulation actually situated on unprotected compacted soil
-used. Although measurement error may - “or are overlaid with gravel. In'most - .
account for much of the disparity, some ° situations, some portion of the wash-off
portion may be attributable toleaks and ~ is expected to infiltrate.into the ground,
spills. In spite-of the uncertainty; the: - 'the emount depending on the particular

. Agency is assuming for the purpose of . " site and the'specific conditions at the
characterizing riskthat 2400 gallons ~~ .time. The :Agency i assuming for the - -
infiltrate into soils for every one million ‘. purpose of characterizing riskthat 25 | 0.96 pg/kg (parts per billion) havea - . .. - - *.
board foet of lumber that are treatéd..- . percent of the wash-off infiltrates into . mean value of 0.22 pg/kg (parts per - .
The Agency believes that this'velueis . “thegrousid.~ ~© - " =« = "%~ billion); expressed as 2,3,7,8-TCDD . = -~

well within the range of uncertainty of ~* ~ Studies conducted in British - toxicity equivalents (TEQ). Two process

the data. EPA requests comment on the :* Columbia by Environment Canada show  area soil samples collected by EPA have

validity and reliability of this " that leaching from treated lumber begins concentrations of 0.84 ug/kg (parts per

assumption.: R after as little as orie millimeter of billion) and 4.1 pg/kg (parts per billion),
Estimates of the strength of the continuous precipitation and occurs .~ - .expressed as 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity ' -

formulation solution range ffom 0.2
porcent to 2 percent, as total
chlorophenols. However, - .

. chlorophenolic formulations differ - -
substantially in the pmgorﬁon of
pontachlorophenate and 2,3,4,6-
tetrachlorophenate salts from one
product to another. Some formulations
are composed primarily of sodium or
potassium salts of pentachlorophenate -
while others contain a high proportion
of salts of 2,3,4,6-tetrachlorophenate.
Drippage consists 6f undiluted éxcess

formulation; therefore, the strength and .

composition of the drippage is the same,

as that of the formulation. For the

puiose of characterizing risk associated
. with the usage of chlorophénols for -
surface protection, the Agency is
assuming that the concentration of
chlorophenols in the drippage is 0.4

18Totat usage is based on a manufacturer’s
cstimate. : ‘.

even after axtended periods of drying.1®
The Environment Canada study

~ collected data on the concentrations of

chlorophenols in-storage yard runoff as
a function of rainfall intensity. EPA

_evaluated these data, which include

several rain events of one to two'days
duration each. For the purpose of
characterizing risk associated with -
chlorophenolic usage, the Agency teok
the average runoff concentrations that

were reported for the individual rain. -~

events and weighted them by the
corresponding cumulative rainfall totals
to estimate an overall average runoff
concentration. This concentration, . -

. * 17'The concentration of chiorophenols is based oni

a manufactirer’s estimate of what is typically used
in theindustry. e .
“18Environment Canada. Assessment of Storm

Water Related Chlorophenol Releases from Wood
Protection Facilities in British Columbia. Pacific -

* . and"Yikon Region, August, 1987. Regional Program
Report 87-15. - . R

.equivalents (TEQ), giving a mean-value

of 2.5 {(parts per billion).20- .
The ‘lg{/l;?s gxea"sgred in the process

‘area samples representthe .~ . - .

accumulation of PCDDs and PCDF% in
soil from drippage over an extended,

‘though unknown, period of time. The -

Agency lacks adequate historical flata'

19EPA alio analyzed the soil samplesfor 1" '
chlorophenols. However, neither - . =« < .0 "
pentachlorophenol nor 2,3,4,6-tetrachiorophenol. ..
were detected in the soil samples. These results -

"' differ with the results ffoin the resoutce damage’ '
‘incident reports, as di:

scuasad elsewhere in today’s * -
notice, which shiow pentachlorophenol-and 2.3,4,6-"

. tetrachlorophenol in process soils in the part per

million range (and above). Such site fo site -~ -
differences are not unexpected and are probably = *
related to variations in sojl types and the soil's

. ability to bind chlorophenols.from aqueous -~ -

~ solutions of their salts or other site-specific factors.

-" 20EPA nofés that the limited dataon |
. concentrations of PCDDs and PCDFs in process area

soils from the resource damage incident reports, as
discussed elsewhere in taday’s notice, are generally’
higher than the concentrations dismsed here, : ’
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ilmmm Therefore; wxlhm bydmmm»m rate; {4} this yrious
et avaihbka ﬂismtpmib‘-ls te mmad '

ately qaentify the: ssmwﬂ coafficiart and the fectioe of
mﬁmem tosalt o eTitral : carbmin:&:e niless pane ant the -
y given Jevel of PCDDs and PCOFsin rmkmlyﬁmmmwnadm 5 rtﬁ)tha&xy:hmﬂx:mndmﬁr&y
the formulation. The situstion ismads - EPAmqmsumm.mvhm&m* maaqua-ud the vadoss zoee aed.:
sven mone difficelt with to - approach is appropriate to ubeto. - - 46) the distance froem the sousdaveatn. . .~ .

torage yard soils because the "+ estirnate the baseline mﬂmmm . the nearest drinkingwater wall, The - "~
mechanism by which the contamination for non-chierophenclicmssrs: - - hydraulicconductivity and the orxganic.
occurs is ot known. Anry one ora b Exmm&wmﬂm—l m&mmm}ﬂsdmﬁuiypenf ‘

combination of the following ~ Ground-swater ingestion. This expnmm .. geologiv materials of sehich the nguiter -

I ec‘l;;xgsas could be ufwoived ﬁzrd
ippags in the'starage y.
(thuugh this has not’ acluall;i(been :
ohse the Agency);{2) ..
Ip recipltat?g; wash-off from treated -
tumber (thoagh no actaal meas‘xmmeﬁts flow and pollutant trenspert i
of PCDDs and PCDFs in wash-offare - = unseturated soils{ e, meva&usewmﬁ
available); {3) phototransfonnatxon af and unconfineﬂgxmmd mrzaqmiers
soil pentadﬁorophendl to (i-e., the satursted zone). This model,

'I‘able % va‘.

on the lw-elsd’Mle =d PCORein - Jombwﬁmmxmmh muhsmmm»mmm
chilorophenolic saiface protection .+ soils sttributabls to-such croes-. - - initial sourceconcasitoetion; {2}
Hﬁms’tsmh&e te#hmobsenmd conhnManam%elemhMmamii mmi@ﬂmﬂms&ﬂ;ﬁ)&em

‘ mcludmg%sml.mpmﬂ

pathrwey ishased onthe premisethst . and the imsatecated zone ammmwd.

conmkmd«gmm"xmtamskahw . A varidty of other parameterselve’ .o B

unconﬁmdaqui&vsmyhnwdma . _influence the modeling resnlt&m
. Srinking waler m  miethematical - of thie impurtent prramstees wsid for the. L
" model iszisod 0 ‘beysmdmr . groumnd mmnlmswm&ig L

EABL-E A—Pmm ‘VAMJES FON

actac ;ro\ixbmzo-p—dmadn (OCDD) jn ‘ known #8 &e‘fhvﬁ;!g.m weoel, is

snu and subsequerit photelytic’ of the seinb miyncai
chlorinatiom 1o other PCDDs, which msduﬁon%e‘hn Hyuesthet =

has been chserved in the labamtmvy' or. have‘been useél’byma ﬁgencyfﬂrﬂﬂ:er '_

4) phmunnsformaﬁonaf . rulemskings, ﬂm'fontﬁty
phenoxyphendls (i.e., * pmdm:m-rs ». .. Charecteristic revisions MMaichze, -
which are co-contaminantsof © .. 1990; 55 FR 11798):21 A si G

chilorophenolic formulations) {6 various - diffarstice in ¥he anslysis cmﬁ'uded for Tf
PCDDs and PCDFs, which appearsso’ * this proposslis the similation of -
require the presence of astrang | A gromrdwatertmspurﬁn‘ﬁm tramsient -~
hydrogen damor, For the purpose of mode; 1o “imfinite souirce™ or stéady o
nalyzing sail-related exposure state assuniption iz made in bor mg. :
pathways. the Agency believes ih&t duva " fths transport calenlations, However, ©
to the complexity and unéestainty. important simplifying assoruptions of R
nvolved, direct measurement ofPCODs  the modehema‘in. Theseincinde'the,
and PCDFs in soils is the bastappmach _ assumption that ‘the properfies of the - -
for charactorizing the source ofthe . ~  saturated, porous medium are'isotropic
contamination, . and hamd deogenegtt:m’ Fm::tureﬂ mdim a,
For. xbamctenzixgﬁsk assomﬁed aquicludes, an o aquifets afe”
with' e:asﬁxalemak ofgail - "¢ net simulated. ‘Ground water flo vis SRR
contamination from lns!nncﬂusa,ga \« assumed to’be steady and wiiform, 'The ' .

chlorophenglic formulations, th - sorbed and aqueous phases.ars assumed . P
Womp"d ;‘: Sm-hc mauy sheonsedns memleva}s to be'in equilibrium; sorption is further - My 0 Zane:
However, msmmiﬂahm .nhmn assumed to follow a me isothy rn. )

Initially, EPA used tho MULTIMED
... miodel Yo parform scréening amﬁysesto S
contemination with PCDDs and FCDFs,  identify the constituénts fhi ars Ykely:

appreciable rates, the model

In order to MM the basaline to migrate through ground water at

_ parametemmwmc'hlhamod" 5
ﬂgw“;m soumﬁgwxﬂmmmm “ . 7 Thickness
esuframiavelﬁ q . *;h;]atm ant. The screening . - fiy

whi wmidmzﬁnnwggeafaoss-T shyses. .
ceninminated nor-chiorephenolic . ~end m‘sﬂm migoote signifivantly
formmulations, A wessparisui of available | in grotnd water. The somening emulyses
data am ﬁxeilemhef&hasemmpsmds - also s‘howx'hat PAgE ffn‘ﬂmm'
inchlorophenolic and cx;oss- L than I El'in*&a -y N " Distance to"Weli{ffe

source of gronnd water contagnmﬁon o 'ngeshon Rate (leay
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* o inthé risk‘aseessment backgmund SRR ¥ Fish xmd shellfish mgestmn. qut estabhshed usmg an empirically-
documentfor today’s pro T sawmllls are located:adjacentte of in. - - : derived sediment: fish- bxoqgcumnlaﬁon iy
-2, Direct sbil itgestion:’ exposnre : cIose fgmmmnity to rivers.and streams. - -~ factor. ‘Data from a USDA national food
. . pathway:is based on the p:emise that - . ict; combined with the results of - consumption survey are then used to,

. <« young chﬁdmmay be expoted ta actual ‘sediment measurements; indxcate " estimata human exposure inthe general L
oo Eazm‘dnua constituents that are ptesent “a high: abxhty that PCDDs and - populauon In addition; data fromother
~ in contaminated soils while playi PCDFs-have migrated into surface water .“surveys are‘used ta estimate exposures-

" outddors, 25 & result of normal han to .sedxments, presumably-by soil-erosion. . among recreational fishers;, Values of; the 2
mouth behavior, Such exposure could -~ Once riverand stream sediments are : .‘: importent pammeters Aigpd inthe - ‘
. occur if tha site whers the cmtaminatad .contaminated, biological uptake may : :... analysis are sunjmarizad in Tahle 6
: goils are.lotated j& converted to®. - ... occurby freshwater organisms. This is below. ;
¥ . residential housing, in thé absénce of - ~'of particular concern to human healtlrin ‘ '
. soil remediation.? The Agency assumes the case.of frashwater fish which are. - TABLE 5. —-PAFIAMETER VA'-UES FOR F'SH
- that 8dult'esgosures associated-with ;. consuripd-ag part of thediet: Uptake \of « AND. SHELLFJSH INGESTION: PATHWAY
.. . incidental soil ingestion:are. neral!y - the more hingy chlorinated PEDDs and - -

-

: low. whmmmmd to chl ood PCDFs, such as those found in.soflsat. -. . oo . Contial | Hi h m :
B . sawinills, has been docurnented in .- .. Pwém'.ef;,, fegg,ggcv |
Lot taisam Iing and nnalysis data .laboratm-ysmdxes of young fish. exposed A W i :
+  collected by EPAhave identified smlsm ' to.confaminated riverine sediments.3¢. . . Sit'em(ﬁpc«, S e } S
. the process area and storage yard of Furtherniore, estuarine fishand. . .- - 18668} csewmmrivorss |- - 194+ 162 -
sawmills that are contaminated with- .« shellfish may also be subject to uptake "RatioofSiteStope | . . .} .
_PCDDs-and PCDFs. These compounds  of PCDDs.end PCDFswhen - .-+ .+ to-Basin Slope TSN B e
- “pre highly persistent and canbe -~ . .contaminated sediments are naturally () cosvmeisiasssaorese ce NP 10
expected to rémain in the soil for many discharged into bays.and estuaries.. Site Delive Ratio | ool oe2
_.years to comé. EPA used actual. . .EPA used a methodology for fish and séu—cz,once;uraﬁbn | O e R
* * nieasurements of these compounds i shelifish ingeshon which is similar to (HG/AEY). o | o218 0.6 -

- soll in.conjunction with. various’ - . ono usedin the proposed rule for land * gyes per Basin " ! »
 exposure assumptions to'estimate. . application of chlorine-bleached Pulp Area (ha)—1 w.... | 278x1076 |. 1 o:smo-s
 potential childhood exposures to PCDDs  and papermill sludge (56 FR 21802) " Cover Factor(—) .{ - --0.04] - 0004

and PCDFs if sawmill sites were: This approach uses the USDA’s _ 7 . Bioaccumulation & L el T
converted:to residential use without Universal Soil Loss Equation to estimate Factor (=) .eveems - .op008] 01
prior soil remediation, These . the ratio of the rate of erosion of soils Consumptk\n Rate | - I
assumptions are detailed in Table 6 froma contaminated site to the rate of (glda:i?:nal Flsl : —
below and in the risk assassment ST %?smltxi in the watars‘llnled dﬁ atj wholfe R“’” 1 g0~ - 140 -
backgrmmddocmnentfortoda g .. . Thera orepresents edilution of . - o0 0 e " “eal i ag
proposal. vE ‘sediments from’ a site by: sediments from - g:s:'g -?8%"0"_‘“9" o '?'9 L 38

' the entire drainage basin. Applying this" " TEq in fish filet - '
_TABLE 5. —PARAMErERs VALUES FOR _ ratio {or “dxlution" factor)tathe 1o whole body U | o
"~ DIRECT.SOIL INGESTION PATHWAYS _ concentration in soils from a T =) e 2 0.5 | .05 .
* contaminated site gives the average T et Fracﬁon ( ) o “*o 41 . .04 ’
) - Céﬂffﬂi High  sediment concentration in the - - v
" Parameter . m 1 ‘end. watershed to which fish end shellfish " A detailed descnptxon of the o
. value: _vaiue may be exposed. To determine'the methodology for the fish and shelifish
Ty BTy Rl A R S M o o kg
il 9 .0 miapped the location ot over ~ bac] document for today’s
- Soll Ingestion Rate (g/day) 04 02 sawmills to'détermine the number of . pml;%rso;]m y
. ‘Exposure F Duration (days) .. | - 8:2 ‘ 18123 ‘sawmillsin pach of over 2000 -~ = ." ¢, Clnamctenzatxon of nsk from usage
) .Absarption raction () .- ' — hydrologlc cataloguing unitsin the .. - of chloro henohc formulations.
e contlnental United States, as defined by For today’s proposal EPAistakinga
As discussed pravmusly, f°" the - the UiS. Geological Survey.2s - =~ . generic approach to the characterization '
* baseline risk the Agency reduced the - pgrameters for xological uptake are - ofrisk from the land disposal of certain

: measured values by a factor of fourin .  wastes gerierated by the surface
- msu] ﬁg estimates of soil concentrations ;e sugiqst thatprocess solls’ could poséa threat u'protection of wood at sawmill famhties, B

: -from cross-containination. to human health dite to contamination with -~ "
c v mgm to chlorophenols, however, *hlorephenols, privarily pantachlorophencl 7hs ~ Specifically process drippsgeand .
. the Agency’s own data indlcate an - ' datadre imufﬁcienuo draw any con: usions . - * storage yerd wash-off, A-generic "
. b ffy : t soil . regarding chlo:f eniols in storage yard so /. . approach is necesse;rfy due to-a lack of:
sence of significant soi " However, posed by soils w“m{“md - adequate date'to perform site-spaciﬁc
¢+ - contamination, For this reason. EPAhas with chlorophenols are.contingent on'residential’ -
» redavelo i0ah . risk assessmients for a representative - ©
not attémpted to characterizé pment; withput prior regrediation.. - .. - . 20 .
"7 quantitatively, the potential risks 24Kughl, DW., P.M: Cook, AR, Baltefman, D, .- < -~ Pler of sites.?® With this ﬂPPI‘OﬂCh 8
‘1 Sssocistod wf N chi? dhood exposures to !thtiubach.cm oﬂz&g dcf bg::o_p_ai«wbnh. nﬂﬂdﬂhbmw generic sconario is developed in order to» o
£33 [+ {n) c B
"=+ chlorophiencls via directsoil .~ . O ivum trom contaminated Wisconsin River  ~ TOPTeSent &’ prototypical sawmill site, -
iﬂgesﬁon 23 v e e sadlmenuoearpaxemosphm,\fol m,ppsw-\ e
ST g . ‘_‘ “‘, UCA SIS - 0 | TR R “EPAﬂn;ﬁ:sﬁmtqgleneﬂcamchtm; da‘
S ; oL The rosulls indicatethatamon """ characterization compléments the site-specific data -
S "BThes mmcy recogniw thqt Bxa vety pmeuee L mm!ogui%i?fw'hm sawmills are focated thare -on'media, contamination from resourca damage
<., oltontamjnitsd solls isal fictar that could also - '.5,5.,uonagamuon&wﬁmvuyzn,ooom deﬂu.udesaiboﬂehewbmin today’s notice. -
. dhcommresidqntw dwelopment oTtomet .-+ orapproximately three sawmills pet cataloguing - - . Although useful for judging the reasonab mm of
sawmill gites. . unit. EPA estimates thnteppm:dma&sly sthirdof "~ the genaric assessment, the resource damage L
The Agoucyhblea that data ﬁbm e mom " these sawmills currently surface. protect; or abont {incidents do not of themselves provide quaquam .

. dmuge Incidonts, dencﬂbod aluwhem i today’l > 'one'sawilf on evemgo per eamloguxns upit 7 basis for clmracteﬁzing risk,

é
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2 prototypical site is chamcteﬂzed i,
rms of size, waste generation, waste -
aracterization, waste menagement -
ractices, hydrogeologic charactensucs,
nd drainage basin characteristics based
industry responses to questionnaires,
PA site visits, sampling and analysis
ata, and other information available to
he Agency. The development of this.
enario involves the evaluation of each
f the parameters that is required in high-end values for the parameters are
eder to characterize human exposure . . selected based on the 90th to 85th .. - ;
nd the selection of specific values for .. . percentile of the distribution of the = .
ach of those parameters. Each of tha .. valués, or.on some less precise meastire
kposure pathways described | - ofthe high end where detailed data are .
reviously was analyzed using thls not available. For this analysis, one . .
pproach. . estimate of the high end risk is made by
If the values for all the | exposure setting each parameter to its high end
arameters are selected to reprasent -value, one parameter at a time, and "~
vhat is typical (as indicated’ by the taking the highest of the estimates from v
hean or median values for the -+~ - this group of scenarios. A second .
arameters), then the cor:respondmg nsk estimate of the high end risk for this -
om such an exposure scénario * - analysis is made by setting the éxposure
ppresents a central tendency estimate:  parameters to their high end values, two
n the other hand, if the values of all parameters at a time (resulting irf a large
he parameters are selected torepresent  matrix of exposure scenarios), and ~
he high end at the'same time, then the.  taking the'highest of the risk- estxmates
orresponding risk represents a . - from this group of scenarios, These. two
ounding estimate; such estimates are - - estimates are intended to represent the
enerally useful only for eliminating lower and upper ends of the high end
ertain exposure scenarios from further  range of the distribution of risk. EPA.
onsideration. In theory, one can requests comment on this. approach for -
pnerate a distribution of individual risk making high end risk estimates.” i
ha populatmn from the joint 1. Individual risk from usage of
stribution of the various exposure - - - clilerophenolic formulations. This
arameters, The Agency has determined  section’ presents the resultsof the - *
hat EPA risk assessments should, ata’ . Agency’s assessment of individual risk "
pinimum, include both central: associated withthe uncontrolled land -
pndency and high-end estimates of disposal o ﬂpmces:z drippage and smrage
divxdual risk, whers the high end yard run-o from the use nf B

chlorophenols for ﬂmsurfaea ‘rotactmn :
of wood. " . e
. For the carcinogamc wasta
: constituems {i.e., pentachlor 2
“PCDDs; and PCDFs), individual risk is -
~described in terms of a lifetime excess -
. cancer risk. The lifetime excess cancer
_.Tisk represents the estimated upper . .
bound of the 95th. percentile confidence .
- interval of the probability that an . S
individual will contract cancer over. hxs R
‘or her lifetime. due to exposure to a
- particular substance, The results: for
,PCDDs and PCDFs axe combmed xn
- terms of 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxxmty
equivalents (TEQ) by using the toxxcxty ;
equivalency factors-discusseétt elsewher&w
in today’s notice: For 2,346 1 -1
- - tetrachlerophenal, whxch istlassi
neithera human-noys probable huimian
carcinogen, individual risk is deseribed -
in terms of a hazard quotient. The:
hazard quotient is the ratio-of the TRt
-concentration to-which an individualis ..« . -
- exposed to the media concentration - .. .
- - corrésponding to the reference aosef
.- (otherwise'referred to as'the health-
 ‘based level). The higher the hazard -
- ‘quotient; the greater the-likelihood thal
adverse health effects will be observed - - :
'.in an individual and the greajer ﬂxe
- severity of those effects. -
© . Therisk results for' the ground water
- pathway are.given in Tablé 4. These : e
- results are broken out separately for - -
" drippagein the process-area and'wash- -
off in'the storagé yard: Risks from crdss-
‘contaminated non-chlorophenolic /- .
formulations would be lower by.abou,t a
factor of 1400 ‘ .

represents conceptpally the: 96&* ot

* - percentile of the-population. d:stnbuhon
. and above. High ond estimates are"

! intended to-exclude estimates;: suchns
bounding estimates, that are likely to-he
above the risk to the most expased

- individual in the actual population.-
In order to characterize the high end
risk, the various exposure parameters .
- are first evaluated individually and

TABLE 7 —-lNDlVlDUAL RISK FROM USAGE OF CHLOROPHENOUC FORMULATIONS FHQM GFIOUNB WATEFL INGESTION ~ :.l
. tendency

© 7%10~+
1x10“"

Constituent o ngh end

2x10" 6 3x10“
2x1q+=to 2x10+3

‘entachiorophenol {
etrachiorophenot *

t bound exooss meﬁme cancor rlsk
o ggggﬂ quoﬁent. :

The expecled incraasedmsk toa . . - based on the premise. that ground watér -

pically. exposed individual is 7x10" ’ down-gradient of thé soutceof :

ra chanice of seven in ten thousand of " contaminatiof may be used for drinkin 3

ontracting cancer over & lifetime. The =~ water.'As part of the RCRA. section: 3007; 0 g plume’rr
ssumption is made here that ground - - survey 'of 166 surface proféction. ¢ he intercepted at fea‘:t o pért h sur

ater is ingested at the rate of1.4 hters »
er day. for 9 years.-Nine yeais is typzcal e

f'the length of time an individual *
wells at any one residence and, -
h arefore. ‘of the average duration of

pposure to contaminated ground water..’

he risk _calculation assumes that the '

ndividual’s nine year residency. peno

ccursd t_hepea]knineyear‘

étit over th

eriad Of coursa. ‘these’ resultsarer, Ty

. located doy

facilities; facilities. v were agked:to:”

providethe distance to the ne&rest

ground watei well, The survey data -

indicates that the median distance .~
- _reported by the 68 responding facilities -

1s 500 feet. Four of the 68 facilities .
report wells being as close as 100 feet.

‘The further assumptions are made that
- thie well is. used for drinking water, is -
ient of the facility on j ]
‘tha center]me of the plume. end draws

L water gdrainages, lhexaby redncing
. ,21116 magnitude and.likelihood-of humian .

exposures, Furthermors, the -
contaminated plume may not reach a
drinking water well:for many. decade 3
raising the possibility that .

- biodegradation in situ could:... .
':ugmficamly‘ lowar concentrations in the-

\‘..
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biodegradation have not been The risk results for the direct soil factor of four. These results are broken
chardbterized and may not be ingestion pathway are given in Table 5. out separately for the process area and |

inconsequential. The Agency requssts
comment on these individual risk
estimates.

-

Risks from soils contaminated only by
cross-contaminated non-chlorophenolic -
formulations would be lower by ebout a

the storage yard.

'

TABLE 8.—INDIVIDUAL RiSK FRoM USAGE OF CHLOROPHENOLIC FORMULATIONS FROM DIRECT SOIL INGESTION

Process area “ . Storage yard
Centrai tendency | High/End Central tendency High/End
Constituent: - .
.2,3,78-TCDD TEQ 2x1075 | 5x1075 to 2x10™* 2x10~¢ 9x107% to 2x1073

+Upper bound excass lifetime cancer sisk.

The results in Table 5 suggest that the
risk from direct soil ingestion by
children is considerably smaller than
the risk from ground water ingestion. A
child exposed to contaminated storage
yard s?))i‘g under typical conditions
would be subject to an increased cancer
risk of 2x10~6 over a lifetime, or a
chance of only two'in a million. These
risk estimates assume soil ingestion

TABLE 9.—INDIVIDUAL RISK FROM USAGE OF

rates in the range of 100 mg/day toc 200
mg/day from normal hand to mouth
behavior. Children who exhibit pica
behavior may consume much larger
quantities of soil; these children,
tharefore, could be subject to

_ proportionately higher risks.

Finally, the risk results for the fish
and shellfish ingestion pathway are
given in Table 6 for two different

-

population groups, recreational fishers
and the general population, Risks from
this exposure pathway from soils
contaminated only by cross-
contaminated non-chlorophenolic
formulations would be lower by about &
factor of four.

i

GHLOROPHENOLIC FORMULATIONS FROM FISH AND SHELLFISH INGESTION |

-

Population

Recreationat fishers

Generai popuiation - -

High/End

High/End

Constituent: .
2,3,7,8=TCDD TEQ

Centra! tendancy | .

%1078 |

2x1077 to 2x107*

Ceniral tendency

4x10~2 | 3x10~% to 3x10~|

+Upper bound axcess lifetime cancer risk.

Because storage yard soils represent
by far the largest area of contamination
at sawmill facilities (the process area
being relatively small by comparison),:
the results in Table 6 are based on PCDD
and PCDF levels in storage yard soils
only. The risk estimates for the general

pulation and the central tendency
risk estimates for recreational fishers -
have been adjusted by the proportion of
hydrologic cataloguing units in which
sawmills are located in order to account
for the proportion of the market basket
of fish and shellfish that could be
contaminated by sediment from
sawmills. This proportion is estimated

to be 40 percent. EPA requests comment’

on the appropriateness.of this
methodology. *

The results suggest that human
exposures through this pathway are of*
relatively little concern to any particular
individual, For a typically exposad
individuel in the general population, -
the risk of contracting canceris
increased by only 4x107°, or a chance
of four in a billion. In fact, the estimated
concentrations of PCDDs and PCDFs in
fish tissues are substantially lower than

e

jevels whiqh hé\;é lgéen charéclte_rizad‘ by .
some investigators as “background” "
levels, which suggests that sawmills are

- not one of the more important sources

of PCDDs and PCDFs in the aquatic food

.chain. However, as described elsewhsrse

in today's notice, the methodology EPA
used for the fish and shellfish ingestion
pathway is based on average sediment
concentrations in an entire drainage -
basin, which can represent thousands of
square miles. Concentrations in
sediments immediately downstream of
contaminated sites would be expected
to greatly exceed the average sediment
concentration, suggesting the possibility
of the existerice of significant localized
risks which have not been quantified.
Also, despite the estimated risks to any
one individual not being very high, the
overall contribution of PCDDs and
PCDFs from surface protection :
operations to the aquatic envirenmient is
of concern because of the large number
of facilities and the enormous sizs of the
population potentially exposed via '
dietary consumption of fish and

. shellfish. Human exposure {o these ~

corapounds from a variety of sources are

g

5
A,

already at sufficiently high levels that
any increase in exposure is cause for .

" concern.

2. Population risk from usage of . .-
chlorophenolic formulations.
Population, risk represents the number
of persons in a given population which
may be expected to exhibit adverse

- health effects, either in terms of

morbidity or mortality. Although
population risk can be estimated by
surnming individual risks across the® ™
entire population, in practice detailed
information ‘on the distribution of
individual risk is rarely available.
However, for carcinogens which are

- assumed to exhibit & linear dose-
" responsé relationship, an’ estimate of

population risk can be made'by
multiplying the central tendency
astimate of individual risk by the size of
the exposed population. This estimate, -
which represents the number of cases
over a lifetime, can be divided by the
period of time over which the T

_population is exposed to calculate an

*annual average'’ number of cases
during the 70 year period of maximum
exposure, An estimate of this type is
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larger risks to more highly exposed .
individuals in the population are offset
by smallet risks to less exposed
individuals. For noncarcinogenic -

by multiplying the proportion of the - -
population that receives am exposure
which exceeds the reference dose (RfD)
by the size of the exposed population.
An estimate. of this type obviously
requires some knowledge of the -

Y

made with the.ixﬁplicit assumption that .-

effects, population risk can be estimated

distribution of individual risk in the
. exposed population (as measured by the
hazard quotient, for example). This
_estimate also can be converted to an
-annual average as discussed above,??
Estimates of population risks _
- associated with existing environmental
contamination for the ground water - ... -

cross-contamination of non- .

‘chlorophenolic ﬁmimla’tibri‘siis“‘:? R
discussed in the henefits section of o
today’s proposal. Note that population  : -

risk estimates aré niot made for . .-
pentachlorophentl and 2,3,4,6: e
. tetrachlorophenol for the soil-based -~ > "~

water - ath (i.e., direct soil ingestionand = - .
ingestion pathway, the fish and shellfish B ways. e disect soil ingestion and -

‘ingestion pathway, and the soil-

“ingestion pathway are given in Table7..

. Incremental risk associated with the.

fish-and shellfish ingestion) and for .
2,3,7,8-TCDD for the ground water . .
. pathway; for the reasons cited _éa;l_;‘gr:ﬁ ‘

~ TABLE 10.—POPULATION Risk FROM UsAGE OF CHLOROPHENOLIC FQRMULATIONS BY EXPOSURE PATHWAY |-

. For the ground-water pithway, the
population risk éstimates dre based on
an estimated exposed population of
approximately 17000 individuals over
70 years. This is derived by adjusting " -

the number. of sawmills which currently
engage in surface protection operations. -
by the proportion of sawrnills reporting

making the:assumption of one -

or turnover period is asstinied to be 9
Yyears, resulting in eight exposed- = .
households (or cohorts) over 70 years,

obtain their drinking water from wells
which are located 500 feet directly

operation and draw from the top ofa
shallow, contaminated surficial aquifer.
The rationale for making these -
particular assumptions is discussed in’
the risk assessment background -+~ - "
dociment for today's proposal. Because '
the assumption that each
directly down-gradipnt of the surface -
protection operation.and isused asa * -

conservative (paiticularly giver
uency with which sawmj

te. .|
‘cauld be characterized as a bounding
‘estimate. However, the degree of . -
conservatism is reduced by having not -
considered that other househalds at > ..
farther distances could also be exposed.

27 Ancther way of estimatirg tho number'of .
annual cases for hon-carcinogenic health effectsis

househeld per well. The residence time -

'The exposed households are assumed to~

down-gradient of the surface protection -

well -is located .

"dnnkipg'Wata:_guppI{;s pgdbdb%gii_ifé o
o

- .along with the previously discussed” -

assimption that 40 percent of the .~ .

. - commercial fréshwater and éstuaritie  __to ascér
- fish and shellfish come from regions " . i

. located. As prosented previously,a. .

: central tendency.estimate of individual

- risk was made for the gengral - ..

_population, 'The assumption made here .

.exposéd to levels abnve the referénce'dose.

* Non-cancer cases, annual average during 70 year period of maximum eq(pésurel ‘ Lo

Also, sawnnlls that are not currently -
. conducting surface protection .. - .-
operations may have done so in.the past -

and, if so, would most likely have used
chlorophenolic formulations. These .
would represent additional sites that . -

héve the potential for human expostire . -
- to contaminated ground water, . . .-
the presence-of & ground water well and

be expected to draw from:very shallow.
aquifers, such wells could become - - :
contaminated to the extent that the -

. surficial.aquifer and the Mwater-bearing -

aquifer are hydraulically connected. If:

this eccurs, the actual population risk ...

-could be much higher. However, .

. ‘because the Agency lacks adequate data

on the location of community wells -~ .
~ relative to sawmills, EPA regards the -
- existence of contaminated community

wells as a matter-of speculation-only;"

particularly ' where.community water -~ -

systems are required to comply with the-

~MCL (the maximum contaminant lovel- -

established under the Safe Drinking . ¢

‘Water Act) for pentachlorophenol. - .
- For'th fish and shellfish ingestion . -

pathway, the population risk estimates’
are based on the entire U.

where sawmills that surface pretect.are .

to estimate the rafg at which individuals'are

- sawmill is abandoned and, without
~ prior soil remediation, is latef - T

-multiplying the exposed populati

sed o J.8. population, . pr
- - approximatély 250 million people, - -

locallan

.. information is not readily availab
.j‘,l.‘the. Agéncy?h . vy

Constituent: . . ' | ' S S AR
- Pentachlorophenol t : 5 Co9a0T2 L CNAY L7 TNA-
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol* 2x10%2 | ©ONATL T NA:

+2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ+ , CNA|L ixi0-2 210~
} Gancer cases, annual average during 70 year period of maximum exposure. ' '\_s.; - S i

is that all persons in the general L

- . population of the U.S:are potentially.... -

exposed. EPA belisves that thisisa =
reasonahle assumption when-one. ... .~ - .
considers that the greatest production of -
"lumber occurs inthe regions of the U.S; -
which-also produce the highest . .

. ‘commercial fish and shellfish catches,: -+ .. .
Although community wells would not

“in particular the.Gulf Coast andithe . ..
- Pacific Northwest regions, EPA-request
-comment-on-these-assumptions.. ...
For the direct seil ingestion pathw
- an estimate of population‘risk can T
made by éstimating the niimbér of R
chiildren that could be exposedto ' " -

contaminated soils assuming a.change - *

in:land use from industrial to, .
regidential. Thi: jhers

This could octur

developed for residential hoa
sold to & deviloper orprospective’: *
iscussed eatlier; the *

homgavmer. AS
population risk can be estimated by -+
e on'by -’

‘the céntral tendency estimate of

valug for the storags aid ;

Iculgtion, 1deally, ane.

ider

development, However, this

din

stead, abo
y i b
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< -concentrations of hazardons

d estimpting the mamber of
: : plstion densities, .
age-demographic dsta, and estimated -
turnover times ofctildd-beering .0 -
‘houssholds {i.e., the tise pariod from -
wheunoic?zﬁ 3 househnld és.

riplaoed '
household), Teking this approsch,a -
ation is.approximataly-

500 children overa 70year périod.

" 'While this can be characterized as a
- bounding estiinats, it does not consider

the possibility that a sawmill site . .
located close to am expanding ushen -
areti conld e conwerted'to high density

. gingle family or multifamily housing. .

Even if only a small number of sawmills

. were to bexdsveloped for high-density . .
“housing, the lgmntial lgbpu‘lat'ion of
* EPA's estimate. . -

VII. Applicability of the Land Disposal
Restrictions o N
RCRA requires EPA to tnoke land
disposal prohibition determins=tiens for
hazardous wastes that sre newly
identified or Hsted in 40 CFR part 261

" after Novernber 8, 1084, within six

‘months of the dete vf final listing (RCRA:
section 3604{gK4), 42 U.SC. 6824{gHa)).
EPA i3 ulsoTequired to set levelsor
methods. of troatment, if eny, which' .
substentially diminish the toxicity of

the waste or' s ialty reduce the

. Likelihood of migration of haverdous

copstiluents from the waste so that - -
short:tarm and longterm thredis to- -

human health and the eavirsnmest are
rinimived (RGRA ssction 3604(m) 1), _

. 427U.5.C. 69z4{m){1)). Land disposal

of.
wastes that mest treatment stendards.
thus sstablished by EPA is not
prohibited. . \ .
A goneral overview of the Agency’s-
approach in performing analysis of the
how to dsvelop treatment standards for
hazardons wastes canbe found in
grsater Qetail in saction TILA 1. af the -
“Thixd wastes (55 FR 22535, June 1,
19880}, The framework for the:" .
devalopment of theentire ‘Land Disposal
Restrictions program was prg -

A}

promulgated
in the Selvents and Dioxins ruls 151 FR
40572, November 7, 198B). - :
Treatment standards typically are_.
established based on performance ddta

from the trestmenit of the listed waste or |

wastes with similar chemical and.
physical characteristics orsrmi‘lar .

constituents. Treatment mﬂaids_ also -

- are established forboth wastewater and

nonwastewater forms on a constituent-
specific basis:; The constituents selected -

. for regulation under the Land Disposal

_ - anticipates transferring BDAT treatment
- gtendards

Restm:ﬁnn?rogrmn arenot mx:assaﬁ‘ly
}imited 1o those identified as present in
the FO33 wastes intoday’s notice; bt |

include those constituerits gr parameters
that will ensure that e techmologies - -

are operated pr . )
- - ¥Wherever feasible, the Agency
: for both wastowater and
nonwastsvrater formis of the proposed
F033 wrastas fromi the list of treatment
standards for 0639, the listing for multi-.
. source leachate, promulgated in the
Third Thizd final rule {see 40CFR
268.43): These treatment standards, in
fact, should be generally achievable.If
F033 wastes have constituents preseént .
.thet are not currently reguiated in these
wastes, EPA will develop treatment
standards for these constitwents and
.may then proposeto add them tothe -
treatment standards for FO39, {The Final
BDAT Background Bocument for U and
P Wastes/Multi-source ieachate is.  °
.available from NTIS (Nation‘a!l,Technical
Information Service), 5285 Port Royal

" Road, Springfishd, Virginia 22161, {703)’

. 487—4600. The NTIS numbers for the
three-volume set are FB90-234337,
" PBO0-234345, and PBID-234352.
Although data.on waste ‘ ‘
characteristics ehd currentimanagement
joes forithe proposed FG33 wastes -
‘have been gathered as part-of the
administrative Tecord for today’s Tule,

. the Agency hes not completed its

evaluation of the asefulness of these - |
data for developing specific treatment -
standards or assessing the capacity to
Availabile treatment parformsnce data
for wastes belisved as difficnit to treat -
as F033 show that incineration, - -
chemioal dechlarination, and hiological
treatment are potentiaily applicable to
F033. Thess technologies hiave shown .
somie promise in the treatment of =
diexim-cantaining wastes. EPA is, in -

_ fact, evaluating the $easibility of
-based

trestment standards based en the
- performance of chemical dechiorination
technelogies demonstrated on woeod
preseiving wastes or unspent »
commercial chemical products ised in
the formmulation of solutions that are
precursors to tlie generation of F033 pr
F032 (weod preserving waste). These -
data are also underreviewfor the
purpose of developing treatment - =
standards for FO33. A ollaction of the

availgble treatment information has .

. been placed in the docket fortoday’s ~

rule. . o Do .
EPA intends to proposs treatment
stanidards for F033 in a separate” .

rulemaking. Howevar, EPA specificaily
. is soliciting comment and data on the'
following as they pertain to the - .

.

. ~issue

propused Histing of F033 wastes
idenfified in teday’smotice; - - .7 ]
" 1) Technical descriptions ofthe ~ -
treatment systems that are or could ‘
potentieity te used for these wastes; '
* {2) Descriptions of alternative. ~ * -
technologies {such as bioremediation) -
that might be currently nvaildbleor

. anticipated es spplicadle; . :

(3) Perfarmance-data Tor the ﬁéa’a;nent -
of thesa or similar wastes {in perticuler,
constituent concentrations inboth  ~ -~

- treated and untreated wastes, as well as. -

nant design end eperating -
_conditions); - . S
{4) Information on'’known or
perceived difficulties in analyzing
treatment residues or specific
constituents; b o
- {5) Quality assurince/control
information for all data submissions;
{6) Factors affecting on-site and off-
* site trestment mpmg "
.*{7) Information on the pctential costs.
- for set-up and operation of any current
and alternative treatment technalogiss -
forthese wastes;and =~ ... 7
. {8} Information on waste
minimizaticn approaches. -

' IX, State Asthority

' A. Applicability bf Firial Rale in . .
, Auﬁlql_‘ized States- - e

Under section 3006 of RCRA, EPA
may authotize qualified States to
..administér and enforce the RCRA
program within the State. {(Ses 40 CFR
part 271 for the standardsend -

' requirements for suthorization.) .

Following authorization, EPA vetains -
enforcement authority under sections
3007, 3008, 3013, and 7003 of RCRA,
although authorized States have primary
enforcement responsibility. . -
. Before the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments of 1984 [HSWA) amended
RCRA, a State with final authorization
adininistered its hazardous waste
* program entirely. in lieu of the Federal
program in that State, The Federal’
requirements no r applied in the .
- authorized State, and EPA couldnot .
permits for any plants located in
the State with permitting authorization.
When new, more stringent Federal
requirements were promulgated or
enacted, the State was obligated to enact
_ equivalent authority within specified
time frames, New Federal requirements
* did not take effect in an suthorized State
until the State adopted the requirements
as Statelaw. . ~ : ST
. By contrast, undér section 3006(g) of
. RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 5926(g), new
requirements and prohibi‘ions imposed .
by the HSWA take effect in authorized
States at the same time thatthey take -
__effect in nonauthorized States. EPA is




- authorization must modify their -
o pmgrams to reflect Federal pr

o
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directed to implgment t’g?ﬁse o
requirements and:prohibitions in
authorized States, including the .~ -
issuance of permiits, until the State is"
grantsd authorization to'do so. While -
States must stil adopt HSWA-related .
- provisions as State law to retain ﬁnal :
authorization, the Federal HSWA -
reqmrements apply in authonzed States
in the interim

- B. Eﬁecton StateAuthonzabons o
1. HSWA Provisions a

Because this proposal (wnh the -
_exception of the proposed CERCLA .
reportable quentity) will be promulgated
* pursuant go HSWA, a State submitting a
-, program modification is able to apply to
' receive either interim or final -
authorization under section 3006(g)(2)
- -ar 3006(b), respectively, on the basis of
requirements that are subs!anually ‘
~ equivalent or equivalent to EPA’s™ -~
' requirements. The procedures and -
schedule for State program
modifications under section 3006{b) are

 ‘described in 40 CFR 271.21. &t should be

noted that all HSWA interim
authorizations are currently scheduled
to expire on January 1, 2003 (see 57 FR

- 60129, February 18, 1992):

2. Mod:ﬁcatmn Doadhnes

. Sectipn 271, 21(e)}¢2} of EPA’s state
authorization regulations: (40 CFR pert
© 271) requires that States with final

ﬁ and submit the modxﬁcahons to
approval. The deadline by

.‘Whlchthasxa!asmustmodxfythmr’ test methods that EPA has evaludted

. programs to adopt this proposed
"mulaﬂm.ifuisadn tedasaﬁnalmle.
determmedbythadateof w
ulgation of a final rulein - -
acco:danee with 2371.21&:)&21:11’ uwabl X
,propoaalnsadopt 0s.8, @, Table
"1 4440 CFR 271.1 willbeamended
accordingly. Onee EPA appmves the
- - modification, the State ‘Fequirements
- becoma RCRA Subtitla C raqmrements

| States with autharizod RCRA. -

programs already may have regulahons ‘_

-+ similar to thogé 1n today *s proposad -
Tule, These State regulations have not*
- beeuassesaedagaimttba!-'ederat
. Tegulations being proposed today :
" -determine whether they meet the tests :

- for authorization, Thus, a State would

- not be authorized to implement these
regulations as RCRA requirements until
State programn modifications.ere - - A
‘ subzmtted to EPA and approved; .

" ‘pursuant to 40 CFR 271.21. Bfoomse, :

-States with existing
. notless stringent than current Federal
regulaﬁons may conhnue to administer

‘_‘Statesm

X, Propmed Amendmem ot'SW%

alations that are .

and enforce thmnagulahons asa matter
of State law, ..~
1t should be noted that authmzecl
to modify their .-
programs only when EPA: pmmulgales
Federel standards that are more .~ -
stringent or broedés in than

' existing Federal standards. Section ! .3”009

of RCRA allows States to.i

jmpose
" standards more stringent than those-in.
“the Federal program. For those Fedml

program changes that are less stringent
or reduce the scope of the Federal . -

‘program, States are not required ta .

medify their progfams. (Ses 40 CFR
271.14(i) )Thxs proposed mle, if
‘finalized, is neither Jess. t than
nor a reduction in the scope of the .
current Federal program and; therefore,

. "States would be required'te modify their

programs to retain authorization to .
iniplement and“enforce !hese ‘

reguIatlons

(Test Methods for Evaluating Selid -
Waste, Phymcalﬂhemxeal Methods}
The Agency is proposing ta require .
that certain ‘wood surface protection .
plants-test the pentachlorophenate .
concentration of their forinulatioris {sea’

. discussion in section IV(B) above} using

the analyticel end test metheods found in .
SW-846 (Test Methods for Evaluaung

‘S6lid Waste, Physical/Cheinical x
‘Methods). In-éonnection- with this’ et
_ proposed testing: requirement; the

. Argency is today propesing to adéd

s

method 4010 (Immunoassey Test for the -
Presence of Pentachlorophendte) to the
Sacond and Third Editions of SW-846,

" SW-846 contains the enelytical and
- conducted for adrial bun i

-and found 1o be among those acceptable- .
for testing under subfitie Cof the - .

Resaurce Coniservation and. Recovery -

Act, as amended (RCRA). These .
methiods are jntended to promote

gceuracy, sensitivity, specificity,
'precision, and compurab&hty of anafyses

and test results, .
Several of the hazardous waste "

- regulations under subtitle C of RCRA
. require that specific testing methods .
. destribed in SW-846 be employed io,r
ceitain applications, Forthe .~ .
‘convenience of the reader, the Agancy
. hstsbe!owanumberoﬂhe soetions. - -
o eurrentlyfoundin 40CFR paHs 260
‘througl 270 that requird the use: ofa -
- specific method for & particular

appHeation, o the-use of eppmpnste

. SW-846 methods in general. I today’s |
© proposal is adopted i

! pted i Bnal form, the -
proposed pentachlorophenate testing
iroment would be-addid to this kst
m?ﬂ} Section 260:22(dN1)li)}— .
bmission of data in support of

| 'pemi'ons to exclude & vmste pmdueed at

—

-~ corrosivi

© 268.43{a)—Leachin g procod:
- evaluation of weste 10 detérmine -
.- compliance with Land stpmnl
. treatment standards;

- 270; 66{c}2}{i).and {ii}—Anal

- hazardous waste in'a boiles end -
“industrial furnace, '

. . ’regtx}anms under subtitle C of RCRA

©.certain
[in the Second Edition of SW~846, a5 .-
- amended, cumsmtly must bew

. sifustions asa dniidanés docmneml

a partxculm: plant (x.a., dehstins
tions}; -

(2) Section 261, 22(a)(1imd 2):
Evaluation of waste. against thez

ity characteristic;

- {3} Section, 261.24(&)-—~Lsachm
pmcedum for evalustion of waste: _
. against the toxicity chmtmsti S

(4) Sections 264.190(a), 264.314{€)n oL
265, 190(a), and 265.324(d)-—Evaluation

of waste to dbtermine if free hqmd isa

com onent:of the waste;.. S
5}.Section 266, 112(b)u}—Canmnx,w

- 'analyses in suppert of exclusion fom. -~ .
the definition of & hazardous waste- fa o ..
- residué which was derived from. .. . -
. bumxnghmdon&wastembmlersandf
- industrigl funs '

" (6) Section 268. 32{1}—-Evaluahn fa -
waste to determina if it is a liquid. for

" purpeses of cortain iand disposal .
' .+ prohibitians; ..

. {7) Sections. 266.40{&). 268. 41}&%. and
ura for

(8} Sections 270.19(e) 1)) and Gu),

“and 270.62(b}2)()(C) and [D)-—Analysxs
“and appreximata’ qmnbfimmon efthe

hazardous coxistithents Adentxﬁed inthe L
wastg prior to conducting a trial humm
support:of an application for a. -

hamdons wasta incmemﬁtm permit.

(9} Secnons,zm.zzta){z)(u)(mmd
ysis- -

- conductedm*mppol&ofa@smmmn SR

- and removal efficiency (DRE) trial; buin
. ‘waiver for boilers and. industrial. .

furnaces bnmmg low risk wastes, ami"' AN

analysis and approximate quentitation - -
in.support
- an application for & permit ta burm,

‘Insituations whmhmrdomwas e
require that specific testing mathads..

described ini SW-846 be-empioyed fok .. 'f
applications, ‘methods mnhmed

Ses 40 €FR 260.11 and 270.6(a). In®-

d : )\

separate rulemaking, EPA has proposs
.. torequire thause of the Third Editian -
of SW-848; asismendad byopdate §, in -
~ lieu-ofthe Seconid Edition:0f SW-546, - -
.as amemled.msunntmswhemihame Lo
:atsw-ma methods,m spamﬁna}l it
. 1989 : o {
In other s:tua.ti OnS,
analytical method may he-use
other requirements in 26 CFR
through 270; SIW-848

seiting forth-acveptabla, ; 2,
reqmred. medmds toha imp!emanta& by
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the user; as, appropnate; in respondmg
1o RCRA-related sampling and enelys:s
uireinents. :

:today’s proposed rule. the Agency
is proposing to-require that certain
wood surface protection plantstest.the -
-pentachlorophenate concentration of
_their formulations usifig the analytical . -
‘and test methods found in SW~846. Tho
- proposkl does not, however; require the
use of any one specific SW—846 method.
. Because the Agency believes that
method 4010 is appropriate for the
testing requirenionts’ proposed today, it
{s proposing to add that method to SW-~
848. Method 4010, includingits -

protocol and documentation supporting .
this proposal can be: found in.the docket

o Heportngeqmrements

‘for this rulemaking, -

1f the portion of the proposed -rule.
" “ referenced abovs {54 FR 3212 (Jamiary
23, 1889)) that would require the use of
SW-846 Third Edition inethods in lien
of SW-848 Second Edition 'methods is
promulgated-and, thereafter, the Agency
determines, after reviewing comments
submitted, that SW-846 test methods
should be rec“&l uired for the proposed .
pentachlorophenate testing requiremsent
and that Methog 4010 should be'added
to SW=-846, the Agency is groposmg
that Method 4010 be added only to the

Third Edition of SW—-846 as Update 1A -~

to'that edition. If; on the other hdnd, a

final rule replacing the Third Edition of

SW--846 for'the Sedond Edition of SW-
846.in situations-where the useof SW--
846 metliods is specifically mandated is
. not promulgated priorto promulgation
of a rulg finalizing the proposals *
discussed above in this section, the
" Agency will consider adding Method -
> 4010 to the Second and Third Editions
of SW-846 so that it will bie available for
use regardless of which edition'is
.mandated. - ’
SW-846isa document that w111
change over time as new information”
and data are developad. Advances in _
analytical instrumentation-and
techniques are continually reviewed by .
the Agency and periodically "
. . incorporated into SW-846 to support
. changes in the regulatory program and’
* to improve method perfonnance This
proposed addition re resents such-an
" inéorporation. There
comments related to' xhe proposels
‘referenced abibve’ will be'condidered in
connection with today’s proposed rule,
EPA also solicits any available data and

. inforiation that may effeo} the L

usel‘ulness of SW-846.

XL GBRGLA Designauon and
Repoxubla Quantities . .. ., ¢
‘All hazardous wastes listed under

RCRA'and’ cbdiﬁﬁd in 40'CFR 261.31 -
through 281, 33. as well gs any solid

3
© s

‘person in charge of a vessel or plant
*.from which'a hazardous substance has.

" waste thet exhxbxts one ar more.of the

characteristics of a RCRA hazardous -
waste (as defined in §§ 261.21 thrqugh
261.24); are hazardous substances under
the Comprehensive Environmental

‘Response, Compensation; and Liability -
- Act of 1980 (CERCLA), s amended. See

CERCLA section '101(14)(c). CERCLA

- hazardous substances are listed in Table

302.4 at'40 CFR 302.4 along with their -
reportable quantities (RQs). :
Accordmgly. the Agency is proposing-

to:

W List the proposed F033 hazardous
wasté as a CERCLA hazardous substance
in Tahle 302.4 of 40.CFR 302.4; and :

.(2) Establish'an ed;usted GERCLA RQ
of one pound for Fo33. = = - ‘

" Under CERCLA section ids(a), the .

been released in a quantity thét is equal
to or exceeds ifs RQ shall immediately

. notify the National Response Center of

the release as soon as that person has
knowledge thereof. See 40 CFR 302.6.
The toll free number of the National
Response Center is 1-800—424-8802; m
the Washington; D.C. metropolitan area,”
the number is (202) 426-2675.In

-addition to this. reporting requirement

under CERCLA, section 304 of the

‘Emergency. Planning and Commumty

Right:to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA)

. requires.owners of dperators of. certam

glants to report the release of a. CERCLA
azardous substarice to State and local
authorities; EPCRA section 304 .
notification must be given immedretely
afterthe release ‘of &n RQ or inore to the
community eriergency coordinator of

-the'local emergency planning committee
for each area likely tq be affected by the
_release, and to the State emérgericy

planning commission of any. state likely

‘to be effected by the releass, If today’s.

proposal is promulgated as a final rule, -
reledses of one.pound or more of F033.

‘waste. will be subject to the . .
. requlrements described ebove C

h Ad)ustment of RQs

Under Section 102(b) of: GERCI..A ell

- " hazardous subsfances newly designated

, although onlyj"" under CERCLA have a statutory RQ of-

one eund unless and until adjusted by
gulation, The Agency’s methodology

‘ forad)usnng RQs of individual "

hazardous substances begins with an
evaluation of theé intrinsic physical,

chemical, and foxicological propemes
*** of each hazardous substance. (For more

detailed information on.this .
methodology, see the’ preemble toan RQ-
adjustment final rule‘published on . -

- August 14, 1989 (54 FR 33426) )The
. infrinsic properties exemined. called

‘ "pnmery cnteria. are a uetic toxlcity. i
. mammalian toxicity (or

,dermal, and
inhalation), rgnitebxhty. reectivxty. ‘
chronic toxicity, and potential .
carcinogenicity. Generally, for. each .

_intrinsic property, the Agency ranks
“hazardous substances on a scals,
. associatinga tgemﬁc range of values on

each scale with an RQ of 1, 10, 100,

1000, or 5000 pounds. The data for each
hazardous substance are evaluated using
various primary criteria; each hazardous -
substance may receive several tentative

* RQ values baged on its particular

intrinisic properties; The lowest of the
tentative RQs becomes the “pnmery

‘criteria RQ" for that substance, -

After the primary criteria RQs are.

. assigned, substances are further

evaluated for their susceptibility to

. certain degradative processes, which are
used as secoridary adjustment criteria.

These natura} degradative processes are
biodegradation, hydrolysis, and
photolysis (BHP). If a hazardous .°

- substance, when released into the -

. -enyironment; degrades relatively -
‘rapidly to a less hazardous form by one
- or more of the BHP processes, its RQ (as

determined by the primary RQ

-adjustment ciiteria) is generally raised

one level. {No RQ level increase based

.on BHP uccurs if the primary criteria RQ . ‘

is already at its highest possnble level

-[160 pounds for potential carcinogens.

- and 5000 pounds for all other types of .

. hazardous substances except-

. radionuclides}, ) This adjustment. is
made becguse the relative. potenual for
harm to public health or welfare or the
environment’ posed by the release of

such a substance is reduced by the-

degradative processes, Conversely, i 1f a
hazardous substance degrades to a more

-hazardous product after its release, the

original substance is essigned anRQ.
equal to the RQ of the more'hazardous
substance, which may be one or more
levels lower than the RQ for the original:

" substance. The downward adjustment is
. -appropriate because the hazard posed
- by the release of the original substance
i is. increased as'a result of the BHP. "

The methodology summarized ebove

' iis applied to ‘adjust the RQs of

individual hazardous substances. An -
additional process appliestoRERA .
listed ‘wastes, which contain- indiv1dual

- hazardous substances as constituents.

As the Agency has stated (54 FR 33440;
August 14, 1689), to assignanRQtoa .
RCRA waste; the Agency determines the .

“RQ for sach constituent of the waste and -
* then assigns the lowest of these”
 constituent RQs to the ' waste itself,

Ungder the proposed definition of the -
F033 waste, its constituents may .
mclude 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibienzo-p-
dxoxm whlch Has an edjusted RQ of one
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pound (the lowm RQ}. Theraforeﬁ tho o

Agency is proposing a ono-pmmd
ad]nsted RQforFpas. . ..

' XIL Compliance Gosts Assammd With
. the Rule ’

A Exacutzve Order 12291

tive Order 12291 requues EPA
to conduct a Regulatary Impact Analysis
(RIA) for alt “major” rules. A major rule
is defined as one that is likely to result

.

(1) An annual impact on tha economy
of $100 million or more; =
{2} A mejor increase in costs or rices -

for cansumers, individual industries,
- Federal, State, or local govemmnt
- agencies, Or geog;raphm regions; or

(3) Significant impacts on

E competition, unemplayment,

investment, productivity, innovauon.
the ability of United States-based -

enterprises to compete in domestic or
markets. o

export
EPA has datermined that the F033
Listing Propgsal is not @ major rule, as
defined by the above criteria. -
Nevertheless, the Agency has prepared

‘an abbreviated RIA-or “Economic

Assessment” (EA) in order to'examine .
costs and benefits iikely to occuras a

- result of this action. The EA isinthe *

public docket for this notice. A brief

- summary of the Ecenomic Assessment
- findings is
- no-list end ki

~ B. Cost of Praposed Fo33 No-List Option

ted betow for both the
st aption, * -

Fadhuesmaychnosetotakeaom .

" remedial action as a result of publicity
- surrounding this action. However, no

specific action will be required under

. this option.. As a result; incremental cost

impacts to the regulated community are

) expectod to be: zem under ‘the no—list
- option, - -

C: Cost omeposed F033 List Optmn :
a. Methodology '

i. General ap ac.h‘ The nbjechve of
the cost analysxs was to determine the -

" social cost of the actions potentially *
: regulatadﬁrmswuuldtakef.ocomply
. with the proposed F033 listing. The

iple used to determine the actions

: fgtmswouldtakaistlmttheywould |
" undertake the lowest cost alternative .

availahle that would: satisfy rule

requiromeats. . = .
Facilities have sevoral altemauve :

compliance strategies available to them:
{1) Treat waste-as hazavdous; . -
.(2) Use a non-PCP formulation: nnd

‘take actions'necessary.to ensure that -

concentrations of PCP.in surface. .

" protection:. founnhﬁoms aro ut u' below

Olppm-

" PCP formulatio

.and\the

£3). Replp,ee eqmpmant and use e non-
ot .
(4)Goontofbusmess. ST ',
. Usin the least-costaltermmve -
princip jects thatgll -
potenually mg ted fecilities vrould
choose number two above; use.a non: .
PCP formulation and clean then: -
equipment to ensure that PCP .
concentrations are loss than or oqu&l to
0.1 ppm. Under this scenario, facilities -
are assumed te test their fmmuiatmn,
clean equipment and testegain ' "’
following cleaning to inswre - :
compliance. Furthermore, althcmgh not
- required, facilities are assumed to.avoid
liability concerns thrc ugh the added

costs assaciated with offsite disposal of -

wastas generated d\mné the nleamng

process.
ii. Identxf‘ cation of paten!mlly
" regulated community. Any entit; that

. generates wastes from weood sux

protection processes.containing levels of
pentachlorophienate above 0.1.ppm is .
potentially subject to:the proposed ; mle
Because sapstain can begin o form on _
wood within hours after it is cut,
sawrmnills are in the best paosition to .
apply the anti-stein chemicals.
Nevartheless, there are isalated cases in
which downstream facilities such as’
furniture manufacturers and. ﬂoo:mg
companies prefer to snrfnoe-protect
wood after they receive it. EPA has.
learned from industry representatives, .
however, that few, if eny, such facilities .
would be affected by eri F033 listing.-
Therefors, the Economic Assessment
(EA) focuses excluswely on sawmiﬂs,

for this pro
As desecrib elsewhereinthis

- preamble, EPA estimates:that there ave

over 3,200 sawmills currently. operatmgf
in the United States, of which - -

- approximately 980 surface pretect at

least some portion of their wood. '!‘Im
three primery metheds of surface

protection are dip tank, yeen chain, é&zd ‘
spray chaember,

iii. General assumpﬁons. Tho

following assumptions underlie tho

Agency’s projection of what facilities
would do in response to an F033 lxsﬁng
résulting cost of these ections:
-§1) No facility will be using sodium
pentachlorophenaﬁe upon pmmulgatnon
ofa final rule; . - ,
{2) All current usess of saps:am

" control.cheraicals were once usersof -

sodium pentachl ate; . :
-3} U pe: phensts: wxll
not be used & agam by any famhty m&m

, ‘ﬁmxre'm

(a) Al affocted facilities (Qsiﬁmwid
. currently gemarete wastes that meat the.

listing desmpﬁon (0., have, .
formmilations with

‘switched mnulatzons.

- spray chamber and producing less. than

-costs represent anywhere from six to 70 '
-compliance costs, depen
Rty

: and contribute to the overall range.

judgment of the estimatedt hours’
_necessary fare thorough “high .

- costs also vary

* mills in each industry classlﬁcatmn

-produced) by the per-facility cost-

" entirely wi

ropased regulatory LT
. formtx}atmns writh pen"tach"torophenam'
- ofa

' classxﬁcahon of ‘ceitain soils as
hazardous, rasulﬁngmsﬂuiﬂeﬂ i

honam L
concentmtions greater than Od pm}.

Ths ﬁrst thmae of thasa sumpfi
relflei:t the besi’ infnnnaﬁon
The astaswmptmn is‘canservati
Many facilities may cummtly have S
formulations with concentrations-of-<= -

entachloropbenate at'or below 0.1 ppm
?the approximate number is unknowxs :
Facilities are kuiown to :outinaly clean’ '
their equip mem,ordxdwwhenihey ‘

b. Resuls

1. Per facxhty cosis Costs of tha _
projected compham:e actionare -
assumed to vary across facilities "
depending on the type of surface -
protection equipment used and the.
quantity of tuinber processed. Estimated -
one-time:per ficility costs;range from a’
low of $1,960 for a sawmill usiiig.a-

100 million board feet per year, fo as
high as $9,350.for a facilify using a d‘p
tank and producing miorg than 100~ .
million board féet per yéar. Laber, o
testing and waste disposal are'the .~ -
primary cost factors. Waste disposal

percent of tatal estimated famhty s
gupon -

equipment used and fatility size i T

addition, testing costs may vary wxdely

Labor costs reflect best professiorial -

pressyre” water spray cleaning, These
“based on facility size:
ii. Tota} cost: estitnation.”The total -
social cost of the proposed rule was -
calculated bymui plyingthe numbbr of

{based on the type of equipment
employed and voliime of Iumbgt

estimated for" that classification; .
The a .a sociat cost of tha

) proposedl"’ﬂa Hisﬁngisnsumm&toﬁl C
range from $3.5 to-$4.5 millior. AJL - " <

costs are e tgf(-ted to be incirred -
1i'the first year dfter
promulgatian of the rule. Forty p

. of the facilities sanrpled vere found to -
7 havasxistmg’l’ﬁ? levels bek:w t}l:: ;

cutofE fi.

concentrationsat orbetow 0.1 ppm{' R
Extrapolatmm o the total cost: gnra

results in am aggmgatg Tow
pprqxxmatq 1 llfon NG

n&y glsomlt in




L

.

- o ‘available and recomimends it3 use in

. notinoludedln this analysis.. -

25‘?82

iy

S

g m&hdged aid the teohnnlogyuseﬂ to

dis of the soil, These factors arg: -
cult to:quentify. In practice; the :

eocpenso of added-s6i1 manegement costs
likely wonild discourage many | ﬁrms
ﬁ‘om disturbing (building om, - = - .
excavating, etc g) areas of contammeted
.soils, However, ever-though firms are
likely to-avoid disturhing contaminated
soil areas, some affected facilities may
chpose to implement stricter soil
-management
heelth and/or Hability concerns; Any -
" estimates of Yie costs dssociated with'

R future manegeinent of contartinated

soils cpuld be only speculative, ¢ end are:

Opportunity costs assoeiated with .
rest'rlcted property use may rosilt froni
**this action. These tosts would be -
reflecied in reduced property values

* The presénce of PCP-cantaminated soils

may reducé the value of the land by .
compelling-clean-up actions, or through
the Jost use of restricted areas..Thése
“costs are assuried to be reﬂected in the
marl:et value of the property.

* Furthérmore, the Agency. fepls thet most

*“reductions in the markét value of . :
property results from past |

. contamination. Opportunity casts.

: therefore, may be attributable, in many .-

Cases, ‘to existing State and Federal laws.
- iii, Agency prefeired cIeamng option."
Send blasting and epoxy coating isnot .
requlxed to’ satlsfy rule Tequirements, .
* However, the Agericy recognizes thxs as"
the most sffective cléaning method -

‘ meating the réquired 0.1 ppm PCP ~
conoentretégn lev:a'll.d blestin endl
epoxy caating would cost approximately
$2,500 per facility for the avgrege dip .
tank and.green chain operation. Spray
* chamber facilitiés would not be éble to
employ this method. The most effective
eltemetlve, for these facilities would be
replace their equipment at costs
g from $40,000 to $60,000 per '
. fa ty. None of the ahove estimates
include testing ar waste disposal costs.
Whila sand blasting and epoxy-
_ coating (aquipment Yeplacement for
tgrey  operations) is pre,tfg 6d 1 to.ensure
o most effective: cleanmk po§srble, the’
thet industry will
) logi choosa the least cest cleenmg
. method avatlable tg mestrule’ + 7 -
aments. As a result, final cost
estimates presented in section C. (b)
reflect this gssumption. . -~

- D. Benefits of, Proposed F033 I.xstmg

a. Methodology """"

- X Overview. The objective oftha ;
benefits analydis was to'estimate the -
. ~ mimber of cancer cases that ¢ould be
evolileduaresultofthe R

. to individuals ‘associated with each of

- individual risk to the populationesa, " .
- wholehy multiplying by the esumoted

ments out of humanj

‘dibenzofurans (PCDE). Because of. ...~ ;.
‘limited. quantitative data. on the toxicity

.-constituent of chlorophenolic'

: pathways ond population risks. El’A -
" modeled risks for three pathways; .
" Ground water ingestion, fish and

: follows,

: implementatfon ‘of the proposed rule. To

derive tlns estimate, EPA identifiéd the -
consmuents of contern; identified the °
exposure pathways, determined the risk

the pathways; and correlated the” =~

number of 6Xpo
“When eshmeting

81‘80118 .
9 otentml

. benefits of the preposed rule; it is -

important to distinguish between risks
that result from past practices and: nsks oy
from future actions. Bécause the .
propased tule, by its-own terms, wxll
not require remediation of existing -

: . contafnination, it will affect enly future
- actions'and - will ot mandate action -

with réspect to contamination from pest

- . practices. The risk analysis conducted -

in su port of-this proposed rule
exammed both risk from past pmctxces
as well as incremental risk from’ actxon
affected by the proposed rile. This- -

-proposal addresses onl lncrementel

risks; ag a result, only the mcremental

. .risks are discussed in thxs section ef

today’s rictice.
il. Identification of constztuents of
concern and the measurement of their *,
risks. The conshtuents of concern used
in the risk'assessment- include
pentachlorophenol (PCP):. im0 i,
polychlorinated dlbenzo-p-d;omns
(PCDR), and polychlorinated -,

of the specificisomers and congeners of

" the latter: twao constituents, PCDDs and .
"PCDFs wera modeled using quantitative

values for 2,3,7 8-tetrechlorod1benzo-p-
dioxin (TCDD), an isomer of dioxin.
. Tetrachlorophenol (TeCP) is alsoa.

formulations and was included ni the

‘full risk analysis. However, because it is

not a carcinogen, results for this .

- constituent are not discussed in. this:
section of toda¥ s notice.

AsPCP and D are both Class Bz
carcinogens (ptobable human )
carcinogens), the magnitude of their

“risks was measured using carcinogenic
_slope factors. The slope factors for PGP
o TCDDare 1.2%10~* tmg/kg/d) 7}
. ‘and 1.56>

0*5(mglk

d)” ‘respecuvel :
il Identification o, y

of exposure’

shellfish ingestion, and soil ingestion. -

. - There are also. potenuel exposures from
. surface water ingestion, soil and dust
»inhalation, and dermal exposure to soil;

but prelimirary analysis suggested that

- these pathways were unlikely to pose -

significant risks. The exposure scenarios
.. for each of the modeled pathways are as

wells might
. .Thus the potentially exposed’

(A Grourld~woter mgestion g
Hazardous  constituents from’ surf cé +
protection ‘wastes can migrate thl'ougil)xe
the soil to ground water. People can

- .exposed to tHe contaminated ground
‘water when it is used for drinking~ -
. water. PCP was used as the constituent’

‘of concern for the ground-water analysis
because it is more mobile through the. -

© goil column than dioxins, which tend to

bind to the soil. Contaniination of the_
upper aquifér, from which’ residential
t be drawn, was modeled

" population consists of people dnnkm
. contgminated water from residenhel

wells located near the source of the

contamination. The lower aquifer, from
which community wells might be -

: drawn, was not modeled because of the .

lack of site-specific information on the -
location of community wells near -

-sawmill facilities.

Standard exposure assumptions used
1o translate the estimated constituent -
concentrations in'ground ‘water into
health risks-included ingestion of 1.4 -

. -liters of contaminated ground water er B

' day by a 70 kg adult for an average of:

- ‘nine years..The excess. lifetime cancer
risk to-an individual drinking -
contaminated ground water was .

_ estimatad to he 5%10~% 'This means thet,;
. an individual exposed tothe :, -
r contmnmetion would have a ene m B

.OO0,00Q mmementel risk of .
contracting cancer over his or her
lifetime.

..-To calculate populati'on risk. the

. ~Agenay assumed that one residential ¢

well serving a family of four would be :
located directly downgradxent of eech
‘potentially regulated facili

. -addition, the po fpuletianl estimete
. was calculated’

or eight cohortsof
individuals consuniing contaminated -
water over a 70 year period. Because
cancer cases were not discounted, the

' exact timing of the onset of cancer was
. not important. Under these
. assumptions, an estimated 17,000

individuals would be exposed to -
contaminants from ground water .
+ consumption: The population risk

-estimate also assumes that: exposed

“individuals would be dfinking

. contaminated: ground water during the -
. 70 yéars that constxtuent concentrauons .
. are at their hig

(B) Fish an shel]f'sh mgest:on o
Wastes from surface protection "

‘processes can be carried into streams -i"

and rivers locatéd near potentially
regulated sawnills through soil mnoff
The Agency assumed that dioxins,

“which tend to bind with soil, would be‘ B

present in the runoff. :
‘Risks from fish ingestion were |

: esumeted using a five stép process B




soil concentrations of dioxins that -
would be released through cross.

constituent concentrations in stream )
sediment resulting from erosion of

rates for the entire drainage basin in -
which the sawrnill is located, Third,
using fish-to-sediment bioaccumuiation
factors, the concentretiens of
constituents in fish tissue were

assumptions about. consumption of -
freshwater and estuarine fish-and °

factor for TCDD was multiplied by the
rate of ingestion of TCDD to estimate :
risk of cancer from ingestiori of |
contaminated fish. * -

Agriculture 1977-1978 National Food
Cons edption Survey (NFCS) it was
that each person in thé US -
consumes freshwater and estuarine fish-
and shellfish at a rate of 5.9 grams per-
day. It was further assumedthat . .
consumption of fish-would occur far-
25,550 days [70 yoars). The excess
lifetime cancer risk from individuals
eating contaminated fish was estimated
to range from 9.6x10 12 to 4.4x107°9,
.depending v upon analytical approach. -
The Agency's best estimate for tlns -

drainage basins that drain into the
priméry areas for freshwaterand -
estuarine commercial fishing and

marketed nationally, it was assumed
that the total population of the US

and that'24
fish and shellfish would be
contarninated. (The 24 percent figure is

which surface ; rotect are located in 40
percent of the drainage basins and that
60 pércent of those sawmills will be.
affected by the rule.) Thus, to estimate
po ulation risk, the general populetion
-was.multiplied by the estimated ‘
papulation of 250 HI:I ilion).

C) Soil. inge
ingestien of contami
by young children, is ¢ nothe
exposure route, Such e;
most likely occur undeéra seenario in
which the I
located is converted to residential use,
without significant cleanup of the . .
contaminated soil; Agdin, the Agency
assumed ‘that dioxing wouls
in the soil, while PCP. would
-Agency assumed that all facili
‘be.converted to residential use and that
'remedietion ot' soil contamination .

N

'First the Agency estimated the expected would not take place prior to .
contamination. Second, it estimated -

contaminated soils based on erosion " -

estimated. Fourth, human expasure to
centaminants were estimated based on'

shellfish. Finally, the carcinogenic slope b. Results

" in the number of cancer cases that

pathway is B.0x10 39, o ,'"‘ :
Becausé sawmills are located in the ;

because commercial fish landings are K Ground water Ingesﬁon JERANE B

would be exposed to contatiinated fish, .
ercent of the commercial .- . -

based on the assumnptions that sawmills o
: a Results L T

nd’'on which the sawmil, s ]

. and shellfish pathway yosult i
 reffectiveness range from $2:1'te $152:4
would - million. The soil mgesnen and grotmd-.

' construction of the resxdentxal nnits. .
“The excess lifetima cancer risk to - .
children eating contaminated soil wes

. estimated to.range from 1x107.to:

2x108, depending on the. analyucai
approach. The Agency’'s bast estimate
for this pathway is 7x10~7, :

In estimating populetion risk it was

assumed that 540 children would be™
exposed overa 70 year period. The - .
derivation of this population estimate is"
lengthy and is discussed in the risk- .
assessment hackgmund domnnent for
today s proposal

"EPA estimated the expected decreese

would result from implementaticn of .

‘Basad on data from the I Department of .~ the proposed rule for each exposure, .
tp;othWey ‘The best estimate for risks. . . -

m the ingestion of fish and shellﬁsh
(0.2 cancer cases) are substantially
~ higher than risks from ground water and

. soil ingestion. The results are shown m
" Table 1 below ' . e .

- TABLE 1——ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL CAN-
CER CASES AVOIDED AS A, Rssuu
| OF THI Pnoposen Rute: -

"rule. The: primary factor leadlng

T PCP not
; - concern in the fit
‘ pathway ga

o dnspose of the wa

- costs of. dlisposing of any-cleanur wastes
. believes; however, that facilifies.)
cleaning process as-Subtitle

. Agericy récognizes the possibility that - S
- this listing determiination icould,.in .

. Exposure pathway | |’

. some cases, actually, eXpedite th- :
:,contaxnmetion pmcess, ‘not ‘prevent 3
should facxlmes choose to dxscard G

Fish. and shellfish
.(general populahon)
SOiI lngesbon

ingestion .

. proposed rule, and thusithe cost-- :

E Cost Eﬁectzveness Analyszs

One measure EPA uses to determme
-the cost-effectivéness of its regulations:

_is the cost per-cancer casa avoided. The )

proposed rulé. would lead to reduction
" of an-estimat
‘isa statxsticalestimate and therefore
does net heve te be a;wholée number) at
-a tofal cast mngt;.lng from $2.3 to. $45. .
3 .

million, Th

‘million, using the Agency s best
- estimate for the fish and shellfish
pathway Alternative analytical - -
' approachesfor determination’of th

~waterpathways-have'a very minor :

impact on' overall cost. effechveness Y

,“./4

~ . not estimated include fish ingestion-by

" " much higherthan’ the generel
L populettonv =

" small entities {i.e., 5m
.- small orgamzattons

sensmve to° tlxe assumptx
estimate the benelits of the p

overestimation of benefits is'that tha
~ ahalysis assumes that all of the |
contaminants Jeniaining 'in the sutfa
protectxon ‘equipment will ba elighirn
as ‘a result of the proposed F033 li
However, this is hkely not to
. because; . - -

(i) The erformance test measures
ioxin, thy

eilitios that pass th
il have smell.a ounts of

stes. ftom the cle
process as F033 hazardous waste prior

to the effective date of the final rule; As
such, facilities can legally avmd ‘the

as F033 hazardous wastes: Th gen:
choose to manége wastes from 't

W SR
-prior to-the effective data of the rule,. as el
reflected i in thecost analyms The 1 ...

B 1-ysl m
underestimate thex beneﬁts of thw

effectiveness. The primary factor-. -

" leading to a-potential undérestxmate is
y4. thefact thatall potential: -6Xposurg ::
; pathways were.not included in the fina

" benefits estimate. Exposure: pathway

subsistence: fishefs whose mtake may he

0.2054 canter cases (this: A
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year, 'Ihha‘faﬁﬁﬂm ameﬂima‘ted!o .
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3. ProfisTest’ i
" A second-way the '

-deumhix;es
Amip L

profits test.
Facilities ave desumad 10 pass this tost -

if somplience costs are projected to.be- :

less than 10 péercent of averags'annial
profits, Profitswere essumedtobhe 18 -
percent of zales baged ondetafrom |
Robert Morris Associates, an ofter: used
sog_rce of such infermetion. L o milﬁan
‘acilities producing over five.

baard feet & yoar pess the profits test.
Thosop loré than Hve milhon.
approxinimaly 400 facilities, * © - -

Bpm&mmm el
The Infarmition collaction .. |
rqqmﬁaraments intoday’s propased rule
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am
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mlledionufmiormaﬁom e Coasa e
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- N Emergency P&amnngandcmmmmtx '
;.. Right-to-Know Act,

Steaet, SW.,

PM-223Y3, Washington; 1.
mzmwwwn;(m)m : A
| hiscolaionofinfumation s < G
+estimated zg Me't;h{lmn ml:;l?n
. twe ty,snt onrs;aar ci xy.mc g . i

A revisad

g dpstriths

estxmate or any other aspect of this -
-.collection-of information, including. -

Cfel, Information Policy Branch, PM-
223Y, 15:5. Bavirénmentdl Protection.

. Agenity, 401 M Strest SW., Washmgton A
nd:efsm

‘ Subpm a-amm:m

DC 20489; mdwiﬂle()fﬁead
Infomxauonmé

- Offick omewnt and’ Budget
Washington, DG 28503, marked -

" “Atteption: Deﬁc()l'ﬁeeri’er’ﬂ?ﬁ" .
wo i o revising the ! Test Msthods for

Lxst of Sub;ects

‘Administrative gracuce end

Inompomtmn by reference .
éﬂm Part 261

Hazardous materials, Waste xmatment

amidisposal Recyclmg

40CFH Parkt 264 -

. Hazardous materials, Packegmg end -
cen&amers. Repaorting requizements,
Security meesures, Surstyvbands, Wasta '
. -tréatiient and disposal; :

49 CFRPart 265 . .

. Air yolhtuon conlrol Hazardous

naliu(widm wot, Complienge costs - matenals, Packaging and conteiners,”
could bevguivalent to as mmuch as 55% - Reporting requirements, Security .-
of annual proﬁts Eormmoofﬁmse - _measures, Surety bonds, Waste
lt h ldba Led{.hatin m : treatmen; and d.lsposal Water supply
shou no pely ce ‘. s :
sn:nal‘i lbusimmaynotbaias S 40:;‘33“27‘3 T
adversel onthe analysis : ministrative practice and. -

o g:mmbozhmumuecgf - procsdure, Confidential business .
) complianmcosuandsalasm - ﬁ information, Hatardous materials - - -
considexed conservative, In addition, . . transpoftation, Hazirdous waste,
compliance costs »would he incnmed - Reparting and récordkesping . .
only,!n&hﬁnt-ym.mharethmman : 'requiremexgts:
- annualBasis. i 40 CFR Part 302

Air polhmun cmtmi. ﬂ:emxmls.

‘hezardous snbstanm&zwdans

-chemicals, smgterials, ..
Haw'dxms msgor&atm
" Harzardous .-subsfam Hazardons ;

wastes, m:»vmmmhi,mla!mns

ﬁumm .
Informmni’dhymwﬁz&,%m M

. »Chemiceal Mo
o paragraph {a) o raaﬂasiéﬂews'

| 826047 Heferendss.

LT of the C-od

‘preamble, it pmpm&xomdmh ..

A " 71, The'authatity citafion &
suggestions for reducing this burden, to - contd m road a3 doll

Anmoﬁg»au.snsn-s. 'j' m:am, U
6927, 6930, 6934 6935,693 mm LT

&aﬁzm%ﬂ.ﬂisamnndsdhy

Evaluating Solid Waste, Physxca!/
thods” reference of -

(a) *ow ot ’ .. R
“Tost Mothads for Evnluabng'Sodeas‘te, L
_Physical/Chemical Methods,” EPA - ’
Publication SW-846 {Thirdiditiol .
(November, 1986), as ameaded by Updates 1,

N and AY. Tho Thisd Bdition of SW. 846 and S

Updates L, 11, and 1LA (dociment numbsr
955-001-00000-1) sra availabila from the

‘ Superintan.dentof@ocummts .8,

Government Printing Qfﬁoe, Weﬂxingﬁm, )
20402, {202) 783-3238. . . O

R _‘q L

4 PART m_maummmonm
us*r ING OF IMBBOHS WAS!'E

3. The authmtymtaﬁm fmpaﬂ 261
continues to readas follows: * - . ...

- Authority: 42 U:S.C. 8905, amz(n),asm L

C 6922 6934, andﬁssa )

4. In§26L31,imihou‘ﬁ!8 in

" paragraph] Ta), add t‘hema hstmg. :

fo l‘h)ws

‘. . -'-'§261.31 Hmamdmumtmnm
vy spec&ﬂcsmm . ‘
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Ciindustry - b ‘ -.x‘- LA Y - 5 Add the follomngentﬁes in’ .
.and-EPA . Hamrdous waste o Hazardv T numerica;f order to appendix V!I of part

. code :
waszo. 261
Fo33  Process residua]s . @l . T
wastowatersmat L o

_-comeinconfact . o
- ‘with protectant, dis- ™ . L=
" carded spent fomu- . C
fation, and protect- - - . ‘ .
- . antdrippage from: R B R L
- wood surface pro- - - L R
- tecion processesat .. . - | . . Lo S
operations thatuse . -~ .— | . - A L
surface protection . -~ -+ - . R . - L
chemicals having an -
- in-process fomula- - . -
" tion concentration of |

' pernachlorophenol
during analysis] ex-
oeelding 0.1 ppm.

o . e v .. e : -

APPENDIX Vi TO PART 261—BAsiS FOR L{_SﬂNG HAZARDC{Ug, WASTE . ..

EPA haz-. .
_ ardous -
waste No.

7

Hazardous constitiients fofw.hlchvlist'ed oL Ly e

) BCN . : T e ' L ‘." T 't v » B . ! ‘ ) e s ‘;t, -
FO33 Pentacmomphenol 2,34 6-tetrachlorophenol 24 s-trichlorophenol :etra- ‘penta-, haxa-,i .héptacbloaodiben;o-p,atd;ans; :gtra:',”‘
, pentar-, hexar, heptachlorodubenzofurans . T f B T L T

261.

‘- e APPENDIX vmmPAm' 261—-HA2Anoous CONSTITUENTS

1. Commonname, .- - .. Lo Chemcal-abstracisngme“a
. Octachlomdibonzo-P-dexlr'l_ avises, drossasanen. .. Same ...
Potassium-pentachiorophanate - : ; 'Pentach!orophenol polasslumsalt
2,34, 8-tetrachiorophenol; potasslumsalt ivnennes . Potassium tetrachiorophenate |
Sodium pentachiorophenate ... isessessere : ‘Pentacmoropheﬁol sodium sait .
23 4,8-teb'achlarophenol sodlum salt T Sodlum tatrachlorophenata H

PART 264-—$TANDARDS FOR" =~ SubeanT—SurfaeaP(omﬂon Planu DT
OWNERS AND. OPERATORS OF L "Sec. . - .

. HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT " 264.560 Apphcnbility I
STORAGE, AND DHSPOSAL o ' -_,264 561.. Formulation analysis and
FACILITIES . . . recordkeeping requirements. ' , perat
7. The auth . e 264. 562, Operating requirements. " surface protection ‘operaticns wsisi ing
co;ﬁnuz:‘t‘o rg‘;‘éyag‘}:ﬁgagf’” P_“?'f 264; © Subpart T—Surface Protecuon Planls | ‘Process protectant formulation's that

; . . contain (by design or cross-
Autliority: 42 U.S. c. 6905 6912(3). 6924i . §264.560 “Pp"wbi"tv contamination) a pentachlorophe)

and 6925. - (a) Owners arid operators of wood concentration greeter than 0.1 ;
. " - surface‘protection operations using. in- ‘. subjectt6 § 264.562:¢ y

.8. Add subpart Tto part ?64 to read .. Pprocess protectant formulations’ that . manage their wastes in gccord
‘as follows e . , ;- contain {by: deslgn ‘Or €rogss - the requiréments of exthar sub 3

ge ; oontaminauon) ‘a pantachlorophenate o subpart w of ﬁxfs part




[

! 3284.561 chuuuonmdysbmd

Mﬂimi

l,Vd Sll,an ?&i Mday.Aprﬂz? ms fi"mineﬁhies S

Kond

. -concentration of pentauhlorophenate
(axgreesed a8 pentachlorophanol during -
ysis) cobtained therein, using'a

mathodfound in EPA Publication SW— .

- 848, Theformulation sample to ba
testad must be taken immediately .
following operation. Such testing-must
‘ba conducted by a qualified analytical

- laboratory, lfanalysis shows that the

>

VAN ¢

+

e

, -newly treated

concentration of pentachlorophenate in
an operation’s formulation'is equal to or
less then 0.1 ppm, the owner/operator
-must sign the following certification:

' centify, under penalty of law, that the
" surface protection formulation used by .
{ingart name of operation] has been sampled
and tested using a method found.in EPA
Publication SW-846 and the samples :
analyzed by (insert name of-laboratory and-
.address), The results of this analysis
indicated that the concentration of -
pentachlorophenate (expressedas . .
pentachlorophenol during analysis)h‘!be in-

surfaos on formurlaticn is

PLOCOSE

{insort the results of the analysis). I am aware
that there are significant penalties for )

submitting false information; including the
‘possibility of fine andior imprisonment. -

may be provided by a

stificeti
. responsible ofﬂc:ial of the operatmn or

by e registered, professional engineer.

must
maintain Tecards an-site nntil.
operations cease. Thesa records must

include the followin,
(1) A description %the method used

for sampling and teaﬁﬁ,
{Zjﬂssulu ofihs analysis conducted
tnaccordanos with §264.561(a); and - -
{8)'A copy ofthe sigried oeruﬁcatmn
mq\ﬁmd under § 264.561(a).

- 8§264.562 Opamsfingraquiremants.

(a) Owners and erators must-hold
‘in the process area
after treatimeit to allow excess drippage
of surface protectant $o cease and to
allot all entrained liquids from

dippingopemxmm]tobemdfﬁm

+ to transfer of the wood fo the storage

“ A dnppago in &nﬂomgngmﬂ. h !im

‘recordkeeping requirements. of storage yard driy sthe
.. +{a) Owners and operators must sample owner/operaior must. nnp ent thls

and teat their surface protectant - en - plan by: oL

. formulations to determine the aanmg up the dri page, ,

(2 Documenting the cleanup and °
retammg thig'documentation for three. -
years; and-' ‘¢

(3) Managing the contammated medla

.. An accordance with all applicable RCRA

S

- PART 265—INTERIM STATUS

regulauons

STANDARDS FOR OWNERS ANd
. OPERATORS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE
TREATMENT, STORAGE, AND .

DISPOSAL FAClLITlES

9. The authority citation for part 265
‘continugs to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U S.C. 6905 6912(a) 6924, R

6925, and 6935.

10. Add Subpart ’ Tto part 265 to read
as folloWs

. Subpart T-v-SUfface Protection Plants

zss.ns ility. ./
265436 Fomulalionanalysismd

recordkeeping reqmrements
285.437 Operating’ ents,

T—Surface Protection ’Plants

 ‘Subpart
§265.435  Applicablity.

{a) Owners and operators of wood
surface protection operations using in- -

- process protectant formulations that -

-contain (by design or cross-

contammatmn) a pentachlorophénate :
concentration equal to or-less than 0.1
ppm and who do not handle their

. wastes as FO33 was!as axasub;ad to
§ 265.436.

3

(b} mes and. operators of wood

 surface protecuon operations using in-

process protectant formulations that
contam (by design or cross-
comemination) a pentachlorophenate

cuncen’lrahnn greater than0.1 ppm are

-sxfbjeci 1o 5265.4!37 and are required to

ménage their wastes in accardance wit.h
the reqmmmamofenharsnbpan jor
subpart W this part. :

. §265.436° Fermulaﬂon anaiysis and

recordkeeplng requirements.
(a) Owners and operators must sample

- and test their surface protectant

yard. Treated wood must not be
the process ares unnl all -
g ‘has veased. -
operstors of surfegs

protection operations that store ‘treaied
woofl in areas from
p)zd

immedhte mponmm gnactant

formulations {o determinethe ' .
-concentratien oﬁpaﬁwclﬂcmphenate

. (expressed as pentachlorephenol during

- responsible official of the:
bya reglstered pmfesduu

.-newly trested woeod in'the process
.after treatment to.allow excess dfippage

les., than 0 1 ppm. the ownérlopemtnr
st sign the anow,u;g aertiﬁcaﬁm~ .

1 certify, under penalty of law, thahﬂm
suriace pmtacﬁan formulation used By

-(ingert neme of operation) has been sampled
- and tested nsing a yanthod found in EPA -

- Publication SW-B46 and the samples
- analyzed by (msea:tnsmcaihbomtory and
address), Theresulis of thisanalysis
indicated that the concentretian of

- pentachlomphmnt@ (eupresmd as
j‘ B pentachlomphomldmmgmdysis) in the-in
- . process surfacs protection formulation is
- (insert the resulis of the analysis). I am aware

that there are significant penaities for

" subinitting falss information, tncluding the

possxbihtymf ﬁneandim' hn;nisonment

This certification may be provxded by a
raticn or

engineer.
(b) Ownaxs and oparatms must

maintain recerds on-site uatil i
. operations cease. These records must .
" include the following:

(1A desc:npnon of the method used

- for sempling and testing;

{2) Resulte of the analysis conducted.

T in accordrmce with § 265.436(a);" and

(3) 4. copy of the signed cerufimtmn’
Tequired under § 265.436(a).

. §265.437 Dpor&ﬂmnqdmmanﬁ ‘

(a) Owners and’ operators must hold
area

of surface protectant to cease and to
allow all entrained liquids (from

.dipping operations) to be reméved i)rior
to transfer.

of the wood to the storage
yard. Treated wood must not be:
removed from the process area until all -
free liquid drainage hes ceased.

(b) Owners and operators ‘of surface
protection operations that store %mamd
wood in areas inprotected from "

recipitation st cover the tops: mf tha
wood bundies prior toa precipitation
event o prevent precipitation from
mo{bahmng pentachioropheriol -

‘ (c) Owners axfd opérators of surface

- protecuon operations must devalop and

maintain 8 unnhngancy plan
immediate response to pmtactant

. drippege in the storage yard. Inthe .~

ovent of storage yard drippage,the '
owner/opérator must unplement this -

: anallﬁr':s:is.)f oc'::;mned !hmg a contmgency planby: . -
C me in ERA n SW-
'848. The Tormilation sampletobe (1) Cleaning up fhe dripp page, :
"+ tested must be taken #mmediately .- . (2) Documenting the cleanup and
- follo aperation. Such img mnst retaining this documentation for three
. be conducted by a qualified years; and -
labomlay A analysis: éows that the - {8} Mangging the mntmninateﬂ media
.~ concentration nfpanmdaiwaphenmin - .in-accordance with all applicabiam
an apemﬁrm s farmulahan isveqml to. or ‘ regulatmns "
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PART 270—EPA ADMlNISTERED
PERMIT PROGRAMS: THE
HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT
-PROGRAM : A

11, The authority citation for part 270
. continues to read as follows: -

Authority: 42 U.S.C., 6905, 6912, 6924,
- 6925, 6927, 6939, and 6974, ’

Subpan B—Permlt Application-

12 Section 270.6 (a) is rev1sed to read
as follows:

TABLE 302.4.~LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES -

[ 270.8 Reforanm

(a) When used in part 270 of this
chapter, the-following pubhcatlons are

. incorporated by reference: -
' “Test Methods for Evaluatmg Solid Waste, .

Physical/Chemical ‘Methods,” EPA .
Publication SW-846 [Third detion
(November, 1986), as amended by Updates I,
11, and IIA}. The Third Edition of SW-846
and Updates L, II, and IIA (document number
955-001-00000-1) are available from the’
Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washlngton,

-20402, (202) 783—3238
L * * # * *

v

. PART 302—-DESIGNATION

REPORTABLE QUANT]TIES AND

] NOTIFICATION -

13. The’ autlmrxty citation for part 302
continues to read as follows: = . - s

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 9602 9603, and 9604.
33U.8.C. 1321 and 1361. ’

- 14. Section 362.4 is amended b
addmg an entry for F033 in Table 302.4
to read as follows. The appropriate
footnotes to Table 302.4 are republished -
without change. - ‘

§302.4 Designat!on of hazardoua

; substances.

* * L7 N

"Hazardous substance

CASRN

Statutory

_Proposed RQ’

Regulatory syno-
. .nyms

Code t

RCRA Category _Pounds (Kg)

« . Y

F033 Process .reéiduals:, wastewaters

*

that come in contact with protect-

- ant, discarded spent formulation,
and protectant drippage from wood
“surface protection processes at op-
erations that use surface protection
chemicals having an in-process for-
mulation concentration = of
pentachlorophenate [expressed as
pentachloropheno! during analysis] .
exceednng 0.1 ppm. (l') »

L] *

-

waste No.

' Foa3 1(0.454)

-1 Indicates the statutory sourée as deﬁned by 1 2, 3 4or below .

*|ndicates that the. 1+ pound RQ is a CERC

statutory RQ.

[FR Doc 93-9585 Fxled 4-26-93; 8: 45 am} o

- BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

) ,4 Indxcates that the statutory source. for desiiAahon of this hazardous substance under CERCLA is RCRA Sectior 3001
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